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OVERSIGHT 0\ EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 1974 



TUESDAY, JUNE 3, 1975 

IIorsK 4>K IvKPUKSKN TATIVKS, 
Sl BCOMMi rrKK ox El.KMKNTARY, 

Skcoxdaky; AM) Vocational Kducatiox 

OF TUK COMMITI'EK OX I^DUCATIOX AND LaBOR, 

Wa^hhjgton^ D.C. 
The su!)coinniittpe met at 0:35 a.m.' pmsiiaiit to notice, in room 1^175, 
Kayburn House Ottire liuildin^, lion. ( nrl \). I'erkiiis (cliainnan of 
the coininittee ) f)resi{iin^j. 

Members pres^^iit: Kepreseiitati ves Perkins, Ford, T.eliinan, Risen- 
lioover, .\fr)ttL IlalKQuie, IJuehanan, Jeffords, and (iloodlin<r. 
\ Staff meml)ers present: .h>hn F. Jennin^^s, majority counsel; Chris 
Cross; minority senior education consuhant. 
[Texf'of'lLli. folh)vvs:) 

(II R. 3«01. 94th CoriK.. 'l«t "fHH 1 

A BIl-L To innki" certain trrhnlrnl «n<l f)rr(rctin(f a intend mm O* to th* Kducatlon Aniond 
rupiitH of 1»74 U*i»hli<' I>«w ;iS(») 

Hf it enact* (I h}f the Smatr and Hounr of Reprenentativen uf the Vnited Stdtrn 
of Amrhea in ConyreHH axHtmOled, That, ui ) Uie Ediinition Amendinouts of 1J>74 
in uriiended- 

(11 in Hrction l()lfa)(3) by insertinp: 1L»2, iind 1L\T' ImiiUHliaU'ly nUvr 
. -121" iun\ hy insertinj: 127, and I2S, reHpe<nively," imiu«Mlintely after "rjri" 
and before the i)eriod ; ' 

(2 1 In .miction l()3(n) f2) hy Inserting "of seetlan 30Ht))" imiiHMllately 
after "The second seiitenre" and l)y striking oul "and eaeh of the five sm-* 
ceedinK fisc'nl years.'*; 

f3) in seetion 30r)(a) by inserting "(b^d)" immefliately, before "The 
amendments made by para^rapiis (1) and f2)" wiiic'b follows the matter In 
quotation marks in para><raph (3) of snoh section : 

(4) in section 402(a) (2) by striking out "Jnir24, 1954" and Inserting in 
lien thereof "July 20, 1954 *; 

f5) In section 4()r) by striking out "ff) M) The CommisMoner shall eptab- 
)ish |)r ^designate a clearing" ! he second tirne it appears therein and hy in- 
serti4ig in lieu thereof "(3) Appointments to the advisory council shall he 
completed" f 

fO) in section 406 fe) by striking out "November 1. 1075*' and inserting in 
lieu thereof "February 1, 1976": 

(7) \n section 406(g) f4) by striking out "November 1, 1J^5" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "February 1, 1076"; 

(8) rA) in section 408(d)(2)(B) by striking out "(a)" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "fd) fl)"; 

(B) In section 4()8(d) by .striking out paragraph (3) and redesignating 
paragraph (4) as paragraph (3) ; 

(C.) in the third sentence of sectiqn 408(f) (1) by Inserting "from among 
the members indicated in clause (A)" a/ter "Chairman** : 

(D> in section 408(f)(4) by striking out "not later than a rear" and in- 
serting "not later than fifteen moi^ths** : 
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" (K) In Hoctlnn 40S hy deslj^iutlng Hie Hrrond Hnl)8prtion (f) ffx suhs<»c- 

^^To I ^n* section 502( a > ( 2 ) f H ) ( 1 1 ) striking out •>ulme<Uion (f) '* und In- 
wrtinK In lieu thereof "pariiKrnpli (1) (if HUhHection ( f i und by Htrlking out 
'{2)' In the fotlowin^ pnru»rrnpft" ; 

(1(5) in section 511(1)) by strlklnK out "July 1, 1«74 and Inserting In lieu 
thereof "July 1. 1975"; ^ . 

(11) In section 516(a) hy striking out "4:«" and inserting In lieu thereof 

(12) In section 612(h)(1) by striking out 'To the Office" In the se<-ond 
sentem-e and Inserting In lieu thereof "to the Hureuu"- ' 

(^) In section 645 hy striking out "Elemenfury" and ftiserting' l^ lieu . 
ther^'of "Kmergency" ; - . , u ' k 

(14) In" se< tlon ' 705(c) (3) hy Inserting 'at" before wtU<'h such 
pn^eleinentar/ ' ; * . 

(15) In section 714 hy Inserting at the end thereof the following new 
subsection : iSC ' . ^ . k 

"(f) The functions of the State Advisory Council on Reading, required to "e 
established by sut)sectlon (a)(2) of this sec tion, may he carried out hy the State 
advisory c()nncll created pursuant to section 7()5(d) (1 ) "■ 

(16) in section 731(a) t)y striking out "March 31" and Inserting In lieu 
. thereof '*Fet)ruary 1" ; • - * ^ * 

(17) iA) In section 822Ja) hy striking out "one year after the date of en-, 
uctinent of this Act" and [inserting In lie^i thereof "December 31, 1976"; 

(B) In section 822(h) hy striking out "one year after the date of enact- \ 
njent Of this Act" and iss^rtlng In lien thereof "six months after the CHjmple- 
tlori of ^hlissurvey authorized by subsection, (a)"; ^^ ^ , 

(18) In sJn^rlon H23(2) by striking out "than one year a fter^to^ effective 
date of this Act" and by inserting in lieu thereof "than December 31. 1975"; ^ 

• (19) In sec tion S24(b) by striking out 'lone year after th^ dafe of enact- 
ment of this Act" and t)y Inserting In lieu thereof "November 30. 1975" : 

(20) by amending the flrji> sentence of section 82r)(^h) to read as follows: 
"The Sec retary shall recjuest each State educational agency to take the steps 

- necessary to establish and maintain appropriate records to facilitate the 
compilation of Information specified In subsection (a) and to submit such In- 
formation* to him BO later than June 1, 1976."; 

(21) In sect ion- 826 (^a) by^ . , 

(A) Inserting "of a representative sample of schools after Investi- 
gation and study" ; 

(B) striking out in pa-ragraph (1) "sljty days after the enactment 
of this Act" and Inserting In lieu tliereor* July 1, 197p." 

(22) in section H26(b) by striking out "Within fifty days after the enact- 
ment of this Act.'tbe" and Inserting In lieu thereof "The", by striking out 
• sixty days after the date of enactment of this Act" and by inserting In lien 
thereof "July 1. 1975". and by striking out In the second sentence "the date 
of enactment of this Act" and by Inserting In lieu thereof "such date"; 

(23) In section 831 by striking out "111" and by inserting In lieu thereof 
"110"; 

(24) In section 837 by InsertlHg "of the Higher Education Act of 196,> 
after "section 1001 (hi ( 1 ) " ; and 

(25) In section 845(0) by striking out "708(a)" and by Inserting In lieu 
thereof "732 (H )" and by striWngout "cr>ntlnned" and inserting in lieu thereof 
-continue"; and In sec^bm 845(f) by striklAg out "3lCf(b)" and Inserting In 
lieu thereof "3ll<b)". ^ 

(b) Title I of the Elementary ,and Secondary Education Act of 1965 la 
amended 

(1) l^Wectlon 126(b) t>y striking out "clauses (2). (5). (6). and (7) of 
section W3( a ). ' and Inserting In lieu thereof "sections 103(a)(2). 121. 122. 
and 123. " ; 

(2) In section 141 (a) (13) by striking out "140" and Inserting In lieu 
thereof "150" : 

(3) in section 141(a) (1) (A) by Inserting "eligible" after "children".: 

(4) In sectlf)n 151(g) by •striking out "January 31, 1975" and tnstrtirig In 
lieu thereof "February 1. 1975 '. ami by striking out "Janufary 31" the sec- 
ond time It appears and inserting In Hen thereof "PVbruary 1"; 

(c) Section 204(b) of the Elementary and Secondary Educailon Act of 1965 
is amended by striking out "1973" and InserUng In lieu thereof "1978". 
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((I) Title VII of thr Kl»*m«*ntary and. S«»<nfi(lury p:(liH*atlon Act Of iwnr» Is 

(1) In KiM'tion 7.'U(( ) by .st riking out "N(»vernlM*r 1, Wir)" and inserting in 
lhen*of ".|iin»' 'M), UiHV afid by ntrlkinu out ' of r^TT" and by insiTtinj? 
in lieu tlu*r<'()f ';K»*bruary 1, 15)7S" : 

C^' Miiion iA2{i'} by strlklnu out ' Novt'inber 1" imd InHerting in lieu 
(Hereof ••March Ml" : . ' 

(3) in Hection 74*2 by lnH»*rtlriu "of tju* National Ins^iluit* of Kduratloii" 
after "I >lr«M tor" wherwtT that word api>earH. 

(e) (1) StH'tlon 4(lnil) of S|)o('ial l*roJt*( ts Ad Is ani'ended by strlkluK out 
"February T' and Insfrtlnu in lifu thereof Mune 1". 

(2) Se<'tion 4031 b) of the Kieuieritary and S^n-ondary Kd m at ion Act of HHiTj 
lK-H,nien(l«fd by Insertiriu at. the md there<jf the following new i)araurai)h: 

'''itil UitrliiK the tlscal year preiedlnt; the tirst tiscal year f(»r which funds are 
apprf«|)riated pursuant to any part of this titH*. the State educational njrency 
may U*se administrative funds available tt* the State under ^iuy projfriun Hi)ecified 
in swtK)n 401 (c) for the purpose of carrytuK 'Ji»t the retpiirertients of this 
Huhst**tloti.'*. * 

^'^} Section 431(a) (li) of the P^lementary arid Secondary Kducation Act of 
llMk'i iH ailiejMled by striking out "or private educational orKanizatiuns". 

(f ) The <Vr»cral Education l*rovlslorus A<'t Is aujeiuled 

(1) In'vsrction -W)^ by striking out subsectii)n (c) thereof, and in section 
^ 4<K)(c I j 1 ) ^)y redesiicnatlnK claHses (A) through (F\ an claiisi»« (B) through 
(<»). respei^ivejy, and by Insrrliuj; before clause (li). as so redesignated, 
thv folbiwiuiJ iiew clause : ' , 

••(A> fidtnlrJlst rativp h pad/ of an eduratjjoti agency* means the <'om- 
( iiiis«ioner iMitl the I>ire<'toT of the National Institute of Kdutall4/u. Vo 
the extent 'that the Assistant StH-retarfl' is ^lirectly re^^pnnslble- for the 
adnduLstratjon of a prouram and to the extent that the Assjslunt Secre- 
tary is respousiblr for the supervision of the National Oiiter for Kduca- 
tion Statistics, tlie Assistant Secretary shiiil, for such j^urpfjses, be con- 
sidere<i within the meaning of such term.". \ 
(1*) in .section 4fMK d ) ( 1 h by striking out ".March 1 of e)vch year * and 
inserting in lieu thereof "three numths before the end of each n?^al year"; 

i'A) in .«<ection' 4()'i( c :i I by striking out "November l*,* and inserting in 
lieu thereof 'February 1" ; 

(4) in section 417(a) 1 1) by striking out "Novetiiber 1** and inserting in 
lieu thereof "February t" ; 

(5) in section 4:iT(a) by striking oiU "within sixty days* and inserting 
in lieu thereof "within ninety days * ; 

in se<tion 4.'^7ib) by ^<trikiug out "<i)ctol)er IT)" and inserting in lieu 
thereof * March lU ". 

fg> Section 3I()A ( b M 2 ) ( A ) of the Adult P'.ducatlon Act is amerulcd by strik- 
ing out ••ai)i)rovarWind inserting in lieu tJicr<M)f 'ai)proved". 

(ht Sections JUVJlblCi), (tr)2<b)<4j. and ttr)2ib)(r)> of the Kducation of the 
Handicapi^ed Act are ainendw! by striking out "grant atwlcontrai't" atu! in.serting 
in lieu there«)f "grant or contract'*. 

i\) Section 70lHa) nf the Kmergency School Aid Act is lunended by in.serting 
"Assistant** before "Secretary *. 

(j)(l) Sp<'tion IlM(b) of the Vocatloruil Kducation Act of liM'u'i Is amerulcd 
by striking out " Secretary * and inserting in lieu there(>f '*( *oiiuui.ssiom*r 

(2) Section li>7(a)<2) of such .\ct is amended by striking out " to an agency*' 
and inserting in lieu thereof " by an agi'ncy *. 

(k) Section (inua) of the Kducation Amendnu'nts of 1074 is amended to read 
as follows : 

"Sec. (y>l. fa) Section HOI of the^Natioruil Defense F:ducntion Act of n).^)K is 
amended by striking out 'li)7r)' both Umes it apiK'ars and inserting *11)77' in Il»'u 
thereof, aru! by adding at the end thereof the following new .sentence: '.Not with- 
Htanding the prec eding two sentences, no funds are authorized to be appn>priated 
for oblii^ation during any year for ^"hlch funfls are available for obligation for 
carrying out part B of title IV of the Klemenlary and Sec(uidary Kducation Act 
of 1905.* / 

f.l ) Section SOI of the Elementary apd Secondary Education Act of lOOT) i.s 
amended by in5<ertlng "JV," after '"title II, III," the tirst time it appears in that 
section. > 
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rhairnian Pkukink. Thr cornniitttM* will come tD/ordcr. A quorum is 
present. ' ' / 

'Fhe Sulx ommittoe on Elementary, Socondary and Vocational Edu- 
**cati(m is conducting an oversight hearing iodny on the Education 
Amendments o.f 1974, I*uhlic Law 9;MH(). T)le [)uri)OS<» of this hearing 
is to re^Kve testimony on the need for t^ hnical and minor amend- 
ment8 to that public law. 

We are |)rAafied to have with ns witnesses from the administration, 
from five State departments of education, and from the National AiJSo- 
dation for Public Continuing and Adult Educaticm. 
. Our hearing n»cord will nmiain^pen until June 20 in order to receive 
Btatementa from any other indfviduuls or organizations who may be 
interested in submitting views. 

Our first witness this mprnixig ia Dr. Duane Matthcis, Executive 
Deputy Commissioner, Office of Education. 

Dr. Mattheis, you may go ahead. 

STATEMENT BY DUANE J. MATTHEIS, EXECUTIVE DEPUTY COM- 
MISSIONEE, U.S. OFFICE OF EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND. WELFARE; ACCOMPANIED BY 
RICHARD A. HASTINGS, ACTING DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY 
FOR LEGISLATION; AND ALBERT L AliORD, ASSISTANT COM- 
MISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 

Dr. Mattiieis. Mr. Chairman, T appreciate, the opportunity to ap- 
pe^ir liefore this distinguislied subcommittee today on beha/lf of the 
Kdiication Division to discuss our proposed technical and minor 
amendments to Public Law 9.V380, the >]ducation Amendments of 
1974. . / ^ 

* ^ Since the lyivifiion began to implement this new^ authorizing legis- 
lation in Au^st 1975, the program managers in all our bureaus 
have been noting provisions in the law which contain technical error's 
or other mi/iAr substantive chaneg^'that are necessary for the eJicient 
administration of the law. ^ 

Thi^ morning, in an effort t/) conserve time, 1 would simply like to 
high lighy several of these amendments which we consider to be niOst 
im porta i/t to theagency. 

ir-* vev.er, T^^c with me for submission for the record extensive 
background and justification documents for these amendments. I hope 
these documents will prove to be helpful to the subcommittee during 
Its deliberations. 

I^t me say from the outset, Mr. Chairman^ that we have cla.ssified 
our amendments into four separate packages for the purpose of our 
discussion. Those categories are: Technical amendments; minor sub- 
stantive amendments; amendments to the national reading improve- 
ment program; and amendments regarding the intrastate allocation 
of title I funds. 

I will briefly address myself to each of these topics in turn. 

First, the technical amendments to Public Law 9^^-380. This first 
group of amendments is purely technical amendments to Public Law 
93-380 irfwhich, in general, correct grammatical errors or erroneoua 
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cross- roferenccs, uiurchaii^^' datos of so^no of tho imindatod studios 
and reports. 

Wo hope you will a<:roo with our assossiiioiit tluit thoso ainondinoiita 
are mmcont ro\ orsial, Imt thoir onactrnont is rumotholoss cntical t<> <>yr 
programs. Most of thcso torluiical aiooiidiiionts arc roiitaincd iii ll.K. 
:i«01 whirli was introduced on Fehnhirv 

I should point out, however, that wo are now ro<iuostm^' \i few new 
amendments and Severn! modilieatioi^s to that bill. 

As you are awaro, IMihlic I.aw IKV-HHO has mandated the suhmissHUi 
of a lur^re numl)er of evaluation and study repoi ts to the Con^n'es • by 
erther the Secretary, the Assistant Serretary for Edui-ation, or tho 
( ommissioner of Kducation. These re[)()rts will l)c« conducted under the 
anspici;s of the Office of IMaIUlin^^ Hndfretin^r and Kvahiatu)ii of tho 
Otlice of E(hication, the National (Vnter for Kducation Statistics, and 
the National Institute of Kducation. During careful analysis of tho 
^legislation atui duriri^ra seriesof meetin^^s held in the late summer and 
fall with con^rressional staff, a number of prohlerris surfaced that re- 
quire n'solution. Included were dates which were not adjusted in the 
-^)nference a<'tion to reflect the tinu« hi<r between the initial inclusion 
in th<' House or Senate version and final passaj^e. 

In relation to the research and statistical studies beinp: conducted 
by NCKS, the submission dates are too early, considering the magni- 
tude, conjplexitv, or timing of the necessary data collection effort. 
Although w(> mijjht be able to meet some of these mandaf^<'<l dates, we 
would undoubtedly have to sacrifice the quality of the data and the 
usefujness of the nqjorts. The Kducation Division fully a[)pre(;iates 
the imitortance of these projects, artd is nuiking every effort to ex[)e- 
ditij their completion, but I want to stress that our paramount con^'ern 
is to [)rovi<le the Congress and the e<lucation conmuinity with the high 
(pialitv information which they are entitli^d to receive. 

I will concent ra't(» my comiycnts on two studies, the safe school study 
and the study of athletic injuries. In regards to the safe school study, 
we re<piest that you exte^id the date when the Secretary is to have the 
re(pur(^d infoimation submitted to him to July IT), 11)70. Vou should 
know that the study has been divljled into two parts: 

( 1 ) a sample su -\ ey of offenses and pro[)erty loss<'S from schools and 
s<"1iool districts, whi- h is being carried out by NCKS, and 

(2) u research studv on the effectiveness of crime prevention methods 
and their impact upon the instructional process, which is being con- 
ducted 4)y NIK. The sample survey will be completed by July 1075, 
but the research study cannot be coijnpleted until well into calendar 
1076. The y)lannin*r foV this research study has, been long and involved 
because of the sensitivity of the issue and the need for confidentiality. 
Tlnis, many design and review st^s have been rerjuired and the award 
of the cont'racf is now exp(^cted nex,t month. Allowing time for the 
contrf^tor to execute the design and to process the information brinirs 
a reasonable completion date well into 107B. Also, the date change will 
allow anv new data collected for tl;« period of the academic year 1075- 
76 to include t^ie full -acadpmic vear. ' 

Tn the case of the study of athletic injuries, wf* request that the study 
bo conducted on the basis of a repref?entative sample of schools for the 
12-m<)hth perio<l beginnfhs: Jidv 1, 1375. Tt is planned to use a 16- 
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percoiit n»pres<'nta(iv(» sample of rioarly '24.(tOO sooondary schools and 
jristitutionH of hi^dior oducatioji. Tho hnv providos for a survey of 
Octohor *2U 1«>T4 to OctolVr 1075. (Jivon the t iine necessary ror the 
caroftil desi^^i of the form and (')MH clearance/! he explanatory c6n- 
-tact \tith the schools has l»eeii„scheduled and hs tak-in^ place aftor^lho, 
date of Octohor 'Jl. 1074. Thus, there wonld 1m» retrospective reporting 
based on rnoinory. Kxperienw indicates rnoiuory l)as(»d oti rot rospoctivo 
(\ikii is less (h pendahU- than (hita colhn'ted on a current hnsis. Also, th(» 
nimidat((i dat(»s would cover two partial foothall soasonsji so .that 
accurate and precise data for a single season would not ho acmiirod. 

In tho cas(» of t4ie ovatuation reports, it is appan^nt that the oxist^n^" 
submission (hit(»s an' based ^inoii a July 1st through Juno 3()th fiscal" 
year. Since the (»nactmont of fho Congressional Hud^rot and Impound-,; 
ment Control Act of 1974. I^ublic Law i)rV;H4, providing for a how . 
fiscal year — Octobet- 1st throu^h'ftoptombor 30th — tho submission dato,s 
need to be modified in order that those reports '^can be |i|pparQd and 
submitted so as to covor^^ precedin^r fiscal year. 

Several important evaluation studies such as tho Secretary's annual^ 
evaluation report, the ro^fional reading improvement ^)ro^ra^tlJ bilin- 
gual educatjon, and title I studies are atfi^cted and reipiire appropriate 
date changes. 

The second ^jroup of amendments we are proposing makes six small, 
yet substantive, changes in statutes amended by Public Law 9.V380. 

The one which we feel is most important would make forward furtd- 
in^r for title T a reality by moving: the date for collection of AFDC ciise- 
load data. Wo have learned from tho first year of experience with title 

1 forward funding that even if appropriations an» made 1 vear in 
nd vance, the January date for collection of welfare data, even under 
ideal circumstances, pushes the actual allo(^ation process well into tho 
lat^ spring, too late for school districts which >plan their budget and 
si^rn teacher contracts in March, April, and May. 

Therefore, we are proposing: a July date for collection of AFDC 
caseload data for title I pni*poses. This will allow us to make State 
allocations by tho folTcVinp: January, which will allow States to make 
their suballocations before tho bc^jinnin^ of the school district s sprin^r 
bud^r^^tinp period. We anticipnte.that the time period between July and 
January will allow the more than 3,000 counties involved, 4 months, 
rather than the 3 months contemplated by the current \aw, to submit 
accurate AFDC caseload Hata and will orive tho Office of Fducation 

2 nionths to process these data anc} actually make tho ?ftnt\ allocations. 
Turning our attention next to our proposed amendmeriis to the na- 
tional reading i^nprovomi^nt program, the primary purpose of those 
amendments is to provide more flexibility in the typos of projects 
which can bo fimdod nnd to authorize the Office of Fducation to 
continue, imder tho new pro-am, a number of initiatives currently 
beinp conducted under the riplit to read effort. 

As you know, the ri^j:ht to road ^^f^ort is presently funded under the 
Cooperative Research Act, but appropriations for the Office of Edu- 
cation's reading activities -for fis^'al year 1976 will be provided under 
the authority of title VTI of the Fducation Amendments of 1974. Since 
that auth)i^rity is mainly desired for support of reading? projects 
carried out by local education agencies. State leadership activities can 
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only be funded if the appropriation for title VII exceeds $30,000,000, 
.Therefore, we are proposing an amendment to part A to aut.SoFjze 
State leadei-ship and training activities designed^to prepare pi rsonrf 
throughout the State to condiict reading projects which liave proven 
to be effective, 

\\h are proposing an additional authority to jxart C which would 
provide support for innovation and development brojecta and activi- 
ties which show promise of having a substantial impact in overcoming 
reading deficiencies of youth and adults through^ incorporation into 
on-going State and local education systems, Sucnfprojects" are an im- 
portant part of our right to read strategy, but the4 are not authorized 
under title VII in its present f<^m, | 

Next we propose an amendment to se<:tio^70,')(|b) to elinanate the 
Hiandatory nature of the 14 i-ecjuirements specified tor LKA projects. 
While we agr^.e that those specifications are larfidajjle goals, we do not 
l)elieve thejy will nece^^rily apply to every reading project. Therefore, 
gnr amendment woulA/fequire the application ojf those criteria "to 
the extent practicable. " ; 

Also, we reque^ an amendment to authorize tlie Commissioner to 
reiiqhurse SEA's for tlie costs, of carrying out tHeir re.sponsihilities 
under j)art A, inclmling the costs of estahl jiiing and operating (he 
Stat>e advisory council rex]|uiro<i by section 7t%(fi), 

The amount of such payment*^ could not exceed 5 {percent of the total 
amoui;t of gnint.s made within a State under part A, 

Since the Office of Education has received a niijnl>er of ofTers from 
private individuals and organizations of contrW^tions to right to 
read, we are proposing an amendment to the (renenil Education Pro- 
visions Ac-t to (Jearly authorize acceptan(»>e of gifts, and donations 
which are made for the benefit of the agency or for the carrying out of 
any of its functions. 

Although these amendments are mode,st in sroj)e, they will enal>le 
the Office of Education to cf)ntinue thpKs^ht to read >sti)ategv whicli 
thus far has shown great promise of significantly reducing reading 
fleficiencies in the \atif>n. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, T would VU^fiJi>-d ra w your attention to our 
fourth package of amendments designed to provide a ntore e(]uita!)le 
and efficient mean^; of allocating title I funds among hx^al educational 
agencies within a State. 

It has been brought to our attention that several States have proh- 
,^lems making suhcounty alh)cations to title I funds l)ecause of the large 
nHmd)ers of school districts crossing county lines. In some cases, a 
school district may he Irjjcafed in two or three counties, making the 
State's task ofValculating sul>county allocations nearly unsurmount- 
ahle. In Pennsylvania, for in^Mance, tlie large numl)cr of cross-county 
school districts merms the State has to make over 08.5 separate allot- 
ments to dis*trihute fimds fo the State's 50.5 h)cal school districts. Six 
other States have ?rimila»- probl(»ms in allocating title I funds. Tliis 
problem has led fhe.se SiateS to allocate title I funds on a statewide 
basis, without regard to county amounts, and thus tK\ be in technical 
noncompliance with the title T statute. 

Tlie re fore, our proposal is to authorize this distribution procedure 
where such impracticalities occun as long as the distribution of title I 



funds Reasonably approximates the distribution throifj^hout the State 
of children counted under the title I formula. 

W,e feel that the provision just mentioned will, prevetit States from 
using this amendment to choose their own measure of poverty for 
intra-State distribution of titleM fuads significantly different from 
the statutory definition, which is the best measure we h|ive at present 
down to the county level. * - , 

' We are also proposijijs^ a means of sharing title I "hold-.harmless" 
costs statewide rather than with rn counties. Sharing such costs»only 
withm counties has the ineqiiitable result of disproportionately bur- 
dening, with hold-harmless costs, local educational agencies which 
happen to Jbe located in counties with other districts entitled to-hold- 
harmless, payments; 

In (Conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate the importance 
which the Education Division places on these amendments which will . 
aid^in a smooth implementation of our new educationiaw. Therefore, 
w0 request your cooperation in the timely passage of these arpendments. 

I,, and my colleagues, woulS be pleased to ajisjwer any questions that 
you might have. % 

[Document previously referred to follows :] ' ' 

T^ARi; I Hi^ANDATEa) STUDIES AND REPORTS 

^ . ' A. OAltEER EDTTCATION 

1. Amendment, The Education Amendments of 10^4 is amended in section 
406(e) by strilsing out "November 1, 1975" and inserting in, lieu thereof "May It 
1976", 

JuAti/ltfaUon, Extends the reporting: date to Congress of the Commissioner's 
survey and assessment of the status of career education programs, projects, cur- 
liculums, ktid materials in the Unitfed States for six months. The extr^ time, is 
required to collect the necessary data /rom a national sample of loc4i education 
agencies. Secondly/ the study is' meant /to .be coordinated with the National Ad- 
visory ^Council for Career Education. t)ue to a four month delay in appointing 
the Council, it is now necessary to request a due date of May 1, 1^76. The Qffice of 
Eiducation is now in the process ^f awarding the contract fot the study which 
is scheduled to begin in mid- June. After completion the Advisory Council will' 
t^eed time to review the fih^ings ahd formulate recommendations for inclusioll 
* in, the report to Congress. O 

Cro9s Reference 

H.R. 3801. Sec. (a W6)— This reflects a change from what appears In H R, 3801. 

2. Amendment. ^Ww^ Education Amendments of 1074 is amended in Section 
406(g) (4) ^by stPiking out "November 1, 1975" and inserting in lieu tl«ppf\ 
"May 1, 1976". J& ^ 

Justification. Provides a six month extension, idel^ical to the extensfrtn rorthe^ 
Commissioner's report (Sec 406(e). P.L. aV380), for the National Advisory 
Council for Career Education report to the Congress. The two reports are iden- 
tical in mandated content and the Commissioner's report is to .include the recom- 
mendations of the Advisory Council. 

Vro8M Reference 

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (7)— Th\s reflects a 6hange from what appears in H.R. 3801. 

B. WOMEN'S EDUCATIONAL EQtTITY 

Amendment, The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 408 
(f) (4) by strildng out "not later thai>,a year" and insefliing "not later than 
twenty months". 

Juntifleation, Extends for eight months the report to the National Advisory 
Council on Women's Educational Programs of the Commissioner's national, 
compjrehensive review of sex discrimination in education. The reporting date 
mandated in the Act is August 21, 1975. In order to meet the deadline, the award 
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, Of contract for tiirt^ component studies (employment practices of personnel 
^ from pre-achool through postnaecondary education ; avaliabiiity of* guidance and 
counseling from junior higli school through p^st-secondary Education* access 
to post-secondary education) would have been required in Dec»ember liiU This 
was impossible because funds were not appropriated early enOugh, and the totai 
contract procedure, inciuaing (?ompetltke bidding, normally requires three or 
more, months. Qnce awarded, the contractors will require a minimum of six 
months to prepare und subntJ't the first drafts at the earllewt In January 1970. 
After allowing one month for review by the agency and return of the firHt draft 
to th^ contractor In I?:||bruary, the contractor must then be permitted a minimum 
of two working months for the preparation and sub^ilsslon ofc the st^ond draft 
or April, 1976. ^ ^ 

Cro»9 Reference 

"^Tj w'^'oA^^^^* ^**M8) (D)~Thls reflects a change- from wjiat appears in 

^xx.li. ooUl. ' • 

* C. NATIONAL READIN^Q IMPROVEMENT PROOaAM 

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended In section 731(a)* 
by striking out "March 31" and Inserting In lieu therj^of "February 1". 

Justification, Conforms the date for submission to the Congressio^l education 
committees of the Commissioner's annual evaluation-report on the National Read- 
ing Improvement Program to the re<iuested date change for the submission of 
the ^nual Evaluation Report by the Secretary as m|indated In section 506(a) 
(3) (^) of P L. 93-380 which added Sec tion 417 of the General Kducatlon Provi- 
sions Act. It should be noted that^the provimons of the legislation are Jufit start- 
ing to he Implemented, that evaluation studies are being deslgntHi and there will 
be no hard assessment Information available much before 1977. 
CrOAa Reference 

H.R. «081, Sec. (a) (K^). ' ' 

D.^ SrnVET AND STUDY FOB IPDATTN*; THE NUMHKR OF CHILDREN COrXTED FOR PUR- 
POSES OP SECTION 103 (CJ M ) (A) OF TITLE I OF THE ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 
EDUCATION ACT OF 1965 * . 

/ , 1. Amendment. The Fducatlon Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 822 
(a) by striking out^'UVne year aftt»r the date of enactment of this Act" and In- 
sertlhg In lieu thereof ''Decembpr 31, 1976". 

*M^^^^^^^^^^^' The Director of the Bureau of the Census has written to the ' 
Cnwirmen of the House and Senafe education conunltiees informing: them that 
the original deadline In the law cannot be met, slnc^e the data cannot lie de- 
llvered prior to the* fall of 1076. The Ceijsus Bureau la In the process of specify- 
ing a sampling design In consultation^ with HEW te<'hnlcal staff for 125.000 to 
100,000 households which will be interviewed In the- Spring of 1976 (March, 
April, and May) In addition to the approximately nn^OOO households of the 
-regular MaVch 1976 "Current Population Survey" (CPS). >Thls addltlomil 
sample will Include Puerto Rico). The combined basfc CPS and additional sample 
will provide State-hy-State estimates of school-age children (5-14) In poverty 
with a plann^^d coefficient of variation of lO'-Zr. Th^ additional sample will also 
provide State estimates of i>ersons with English language diffirultv fns part of 
the P.L. 93-380, Section 10?), "Bllin^ial KducaHon Programs" refjnlrements). 
Processing o/ the data. Including transferring it to computer tape, tabulating 
it, and performing varied analyses' will b*^gln offer the Interviews are completed 
and should he completed Inte In calend(jr,year 1976. 

Crnji9'Rrfermce 

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a>(17>(A>. 

2. Ameiulment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 
822(b) by striking out **nne year after the date of enactment of this Act" and ' 
inserting In lien thereof ' six mopths after the completion of the snrvcv raithor- 
ized by section fa)''. 

Jnntiflcntion, Development of regression models for use In analyzing substat^ 
date has bejrun. The study is dependent upon datn to be collected in the Section 
S22fa) survey and will he completed in June 1977, six months after the Socfion 
822(a) survey Is completed. 
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CroMB Refcrvnoe , 
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a)(17)(B). 

B. STUtfV OF THE MEASUBE OF POVERTY U8ED UNDER TITLE I OF Tllft ELEMENTARY AND 
SECONDARY EDUCATlbN ACT OF IDGB 

Amrndmfnt, The Kdt*ytttion AinendHients of H)74 in amended in section S2;i(2) 
by striking out "than onte year after the vffttcti-ve date -of this Act" and by in- 
serting in iieu thereof "than Dec*ember31. 1975*', 

JuBti/lcation. This four month date extension Is necessary due to delays result- 
ing from the unavailability of funds for contracting and from the necessity of 
establishing a cooperative mechanism within the i)(*imrtment and among other 
Federal agencies. Due to the potential effects of study results in poverty related 
programs throughout the Fejjeral Government, and because of dependency oa 
large data bases maintained by various Federal Departments and Agencies, an 
inter«DepartmenJai working conjmittee has been formed to coordinate the study 
effort Responsibilities for completing the various sections of the study have been 
assigned and work is proceeding on schedule. Expected coijipletiqn date is De- 
cember 31, 197r>. 

CrosB Reference 

H.R. 3801, ^ec. (a) (18), 

r. STUDY OP IJiTK FUNDING OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

Amendment. The Kducation Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 824(b) 
by striking -out "one year after the date of enactment of this Act" and by in- 
serting in ileu thereof "January 31, 197G*', 

JuBtijlcation, P.L. 93^3H0 calls for a report under this Section on the study of 
late funding by, August 21, 1975. Although the Office of E3ducation begUn the pro»- 
curement process for the contract in September, 1^74, there were delays in the 
contracting process and an award was not made until April 25, 1975. Therefore, 
eight months of the presumed year required were used up before the study began. 
The five month extension of the report will allow OF3 nine months to do the job. 
The contractor. Peat, Marwick and Mitchell, has started the study and is de- 
veloping the forms for data collection to be submitted to,OMB for clearance. 
Data collection is scheduled to be conducted July through September in75. 
Analysis and report preparation will take place during October throilgh De- 
cember. The final report is scheduled for January, 

CrOBB Rrf(*rence 

n.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (19) — This reflects a change from what appears in H.R. 
8801. 

G. SAFE SCHOOL STUDY 

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended by amending the 
first sentence of section 825(b) to read as follows: ''The Secretary shall request 
each State educational agency to t^ke the steps necessai;- to e.^tablish and main- 
tain appropriate records to fabiUtate the compilation of information specified in 
subsection (a) and to submit such information to him no later than July 15, 
\1976". 

\ Jt{8ti/^cation, The Safe Schopl Study has been divided into two parts: (1) a 
\ample survey of offenses and property losses from schools and school districts 
vrhich is J>eing carried out by the National Center for Education Statistics ; and, 
(2) a research st iidv on the effectiveness of crime prevention metho(3ls and 
tTOir impact upon the instructional process which is being carried out by the 
National Institute of E<lu<ation. The sample survey will be completed by Jiily 
1075; the research study cannot be completed until well into calendar 1976. 
The planning for this reaearch stufiy has been long and involved because of the 
sensitivity of the area and the need for confidentiality. Thus, many design and 
review steps have been required and the award of the contract is now expected 
in June 107r>. Allowing time for the contractor to execute the design and to 
process the Information brings a reasonable completion date well into 1976. Also 
the date Change will allow any new data collected for the period of the academic 
year 1975-76 to include the full academic year, which extends into mid or late 
June in some'places. The proposed change in the language of subsection (b) will 
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permit the Sw-retary ti> voiuvly with the new .re(iulreu»ent without changing the 
basic Itttent the original purpose of the atudy. 

Crosa Reference . 

H. R. 3801, Sec-, (a) (20)—Thls reflerta a change from what appears In II.K. 
3801, / 

n. HTVDY OF ATin.Fmc rNJl'HItH 

I. Amertdm^r. The EUucatlon AmenUmeutH of 1UT4^1h amended in sectlou 82«(a) 

^^7x) inserting ^of a representative ftainple of schoola" after ••ibvestigatlon aud 

^^"'b)' Striking out in paragraph (iT^ixty days after the enactment of thU Act" 
and Inserting in lieu ther^f "July 1, U>75". 
Crtj^Lf'feren ce 

a"^ or 1»74 U a.n..naea in Beenon 

S-'tW?) I.y strikin« out -Within tlfty UHy-s'iiftfr the enuitmeut .,f thU Ac tht^ 
„7^ ir serHug in He,, then-.f -The-, by .striking out "sixty days after the du e « f 
enactnu-nt .,f this A.f and by In.sertl.ig in l.eu theceof "Ju'y ■ ^^J^ ; 
striking out in tiie .se<-ona sentence "tlie Uute of enactment of this Act and by 

''T::l;K/rA^''":<.;^^^^^^^ ^ sin... omy $75,000 is available for this 

St . y a l^m-nt n-presentative sa.nple of the nearly 24.0<K) seconc ary Hchoo s 
„, U Institut .,ns of higher education m,ust be used. Tl>e law mandates that 1 e 
s rvev year N to begin <!() .lays after enactment. Sin.« the law was enacted 
AuXt 2 U74. t .e survey year-would be ;rom October 21, li>74-()ctober 21. li)7o^ . 
Ohf^. the n ".ssary lin.c for cah-fui designing of the forn. and for clearan.e of t le 
f^ rm und surve.v procedure by OMH. the explanatory c.mtact w^ith the sclmol.s has 
be^n sohedule<rand is taking place months after the date of October 21 1!).4. 
tTus. there would he retrosi>ective .eporth.g. bns,Ml o.. jncmory. ('...vslder. b e 
researei. and experience shows conclusively that meu...ry-hased retrospective 
data fs ess dependable thaM data coile. ted in an ongging fashion. Also these . ates 
vv uld split two footlmll seasons .so that accurate and precise data for a single 
Heason wouKl not be ac.juired. The use of a single sch.,<.l year wll produce n.uch 
better results. 
Croff Rvlcri-ncp. 

U.K. 3801, Sec. (a) (22). ' ■ 

I. HII.INOUAI, KDt CATlOM 

1 Amendment Title VII of the Klementury and i^econdary Kducation Act of 
l4n tsT^lTed 1, ectio.. 7:n«M by striking out -Nnvember 1. 197.T and insert- . 
Tng in lieu thereof June 'M. liW.; ' and by striking out -..f 1977" and by inserting 

'''^Zl^e::;::^:'^^:ZlkrZi reporting da.e Of the C..n>n>i.ssloner-s report 
to ("ongress and the President on the conditions of bilingual education n be 
nation and the ailministration and oiH-ration of program for persons of limited 
K glish s,«-aklnK ability by eight months to jx-rmit nclnsi.m of more of the 
1 .for""tlon which Congress Ims re.ineste.l. Kor exampK-. the first assessment of 
e ucational needs of pensons of limilcd F,ngllsh-si.eaklng ability w.ii ..e a par 
of the "Current I'opuh.tion Survey- being cmducted by the Censu.s Bureau in 
the i^tpring of tf.7.-. The V.;nsns Bureau cnnot provide the Office of K'l";'" I"" 
vv^i^h he res.rrty until after'Xovember l!.7r,. The resnlts eo,.ld be ineludcd if his 
renorf is^terfded to June :?0. 197fi. Similarly, more results from .ingoing evalmi- 
7iZ oi^h^\ U. whi.'h was initiated prior to passage of IVL. 93-3S0. can be 
Incorporated into the rejiort if the (late is extended. ^ 

ThTsec..n(l date- Is extended for three months so that the due date for the 
Report' on the Crmdition of Rilingual Education In the Nation will be the same 
as the proposed due date for the Secretary's Annual KvaluatU)n Re|)ort. 

Crr>»n Refrrenee 

2 "^'w^i?irn^f' Tltle^VII of the F^lerff^ary and Secondary Education Act of 
19fi5 Is amended in section 732(c) by striking out "November 1" and in.serting in 
lieu thereof "Marcll 31". 
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JuMti/lcatioa. dmtonuH ihv <latp of rhp report to OonKress and i\w Presldont 
o( the National Advisory (*oniu il on BilinKUiil Kdiu ution to the reporting requin- 
ment f(fri*very otlu*r Office of Kdncntion advisory roniuilnce as provl<h'<l in sec- 
tion 44Ji(n)i*J) r)f the*<)enerul K<lU(Htlon l*n)visionH Act. This also brings the 
report dale into line witli the new fiscal year *liiundat«*d by IV L. iKJ-;H4. 

i'rijHM R^t frrrrirt' 

H.R. 3801. t;ee. (d)(2).** - 

J. KKPiytLT ON THK I'KllSONOIEL NKKDB ANi) AHHIUNMENTB OK THK OKFICE OF El)I7CATJON 

AfHimdment. The Oeperal Kdu<'utlou Provisions 'A<-t is Hinen<letl iu HtY^^"" 
'4<W(c*)(3) by stril^ng out "Novembe^ 1" and inserting in lieu thereof "J<Vbrnary 
I*. 

J us ii float ion. Conforms the-<lute of the ( \)mnds8louer'H annual reporr to the 
CongreMsional education comniitt(*e8 on the personnel iiee<lK anil'assi^fiinients of 
th(V-Offlee to "^he new JlK<al year man<lated i)y P.L. 93-^144. The inforinution 
needed is dependent ui>on budgetary <b*eislons an<l is therefore at the final stages 
of the budget preparation i)nH'e8s. Tht^ re<iueated, date, thereton*, is couslBtent 
with the dates for the budget subndssivn. 



Amrvihu-fnt. The (Jeneral Etlu<^iti(»n Provisions Act Is ani<*n<hMl In section 
4il7(a Ml) *>y striking out "November 1" and inserting in lien thenMif "Febnuiry 

JuHtiflcatUm. Conforms date of the Se<'retiiry*s annual evalnation report to the 
rongressional edn<*ation committees to tiie new fls< Jil year nuwid«te<l hy IM.. 1)3 
344. Kxperii'iM'e with the massive 35(V-4<)() i)aKe rejMirt whii-h <'overs all of the 
Otfice of Ediicatlofrs programs and <lescribes the status an<l efftM'ti veness of thrji-e 
programs fr»r the previous fiscal year. in<Ucates that it takes f<»ur months after 
tne <'iose of the fiscal year to assemble the hitest inforumtion, develoj) an<l prepare 
the rejMirt, obtain the nei'essary reviews an<l clearances a n<l. submit It to the ("ori- 
jrress. Sin<e the fiscal year will eM<l on September .'i<)th. four months makes tlie 
propose<l date Fei>ruAry 1st. Any less prepa nation time wouhl nr)t enable the 
report to completely reflet't the'^>revious tiscal year and w<)ul<l thM« rtnluce the 
rep<^)rt's usefulness. 

Crunn rrfrrcnre 



1. Amt Htiwf ni . The (leneral Kd neat ion Pro visions A<'t Is amenrle<l in .section 
437(ii)'j)y strikioi^ out "within sii^ty days" and inserting in lien then'of "within 
ninety thjys". . 

Jnf^ti/irfitian. Kx tends for an extra thirty <lnys the time after tlie enr^ of any 
fis<Mil year when each i^tate submits to the Cfunmissloner a report ..ii tlie use< of 
Fnleral furuls in that State uruler any applicable program for which tlu* State is 
res|)onsibIe for administnition. State n'presenta { ives hav<» n*por:<Ml that they 
n*fpiire at le.ist ninety <lHys after tJu* (il(jKe of the fi«'al year to subndt tlieir 
reports. Any less^f im^ would result in late submission or inc()mplete or ina<mrate 
fHibndssions. 

H.R. asoi. Sec. ( f ) (.■>). 

2. .Animdtnf yif. The (Jeneral Kduoation Pfovi«i(»rm Act is anien<le<l- in section 
43T{ln l>v striking out "(>r»tob(M' 15" an<l ins<>rting in lien t hereof -'"Nhin'h ^V. 

Justi/iiration. Kxteruls t^ the Office of Kducation the nec<»ssnry i\0 dnys after 
re<»eipt of the State <lntn. to <'ompile and analyze It fr)r the rejpdrfHl report to the 
Cfuigressional edu<*ationaI cr)mmltt<H»»<. Alsr) ronfj^rms date of sulunisslon to Uie 
new fiscal year mandated by V.h. 9.V344, The reports received from the States 
nnis-t be revlewerl. edtted. conipllefl and cornpnterizfMl. Then th" <hifn mi'st b<» 
nnalyze<l and Interpreted and a repf)rt prepafvd. .Vssumirig timely submission of 
the data by the States, a udnimum of sixty <lays is ne<^led for this process. 
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VrosH Heferem^e ^ 

H. U. 3801, Het'. (f) (G). ^ ' 

M. TITLR I OF THE El.KMENrAUY AND. SK( ONDAKY KlU'CATION ALT OK ll>«5, MIOGHAM 

>r('AlA'AI ION 

Amendment. Title I of the Hlem<*utar> and Seiondary K<lu(utit>n Ad of 
i.s aiiHMuleU iu sertJou 151 <t{) Us slrikiii)^ <mt "Janmiry 31, IHTTj" and lusrrtiiij; In 
lieu thereof "Febni^ry 1. IWid'*, nn<l l»y ntrikin^ out "Jiinnao' 31" the sciund 
time it uppears and iuBertiiif; In lieu thereof "Kehruary 1" 

JuMtifimtion, Con forms the date for HUhmiMMioii of tlie ConinilKsioner> report 
to Congress on the evaluation of Title I of thte proponed date* <»f the AunualKvalua- 
ti«m Re|K)rt. The intent anil eoutent of the i'ei>orts are Mlniiiar and the Title 1 
evaluation would, have to l»e iiu laded in the Aimual Kvalj^ation' Report. 

Vt'OMM Hvfirencv ^ 

. IItR, 3H01, See. (b) (-4). 

V 

N RJ»E('IAL PHOlKiTS ACT 

Anu^d^nr^t. Section 4(1)) (1) of Spe< ial Pj-oje<*tH Act iH.nnieiided hy striking? 
out "Kehr^iary 1" and lust rtinK In lieu tliereof "June 1". 

Justifiration, Extends the d«te of the ( 'oniiulsHioner's annual report to the 
(\uun*eMKionar education (oMiinlttees on the phm iti acc^)rdance with whlcli the 
ConimiMsloner was deternieuied to exjtend Spe<'i«l Trojett funds to he appropri- 
«te<l for the suiveedlnK Hwai year. Kehruary 1 is too early, hase<i on the new 
tlscHl year nuindadattMi In T.L !*.'? 344, to have a uieanlnjfful plan deveh)iH«d, 
Hetalled planning for SpeclalTnjjects cannot effe<tlvely preceed planniJiK for all 
proKraniH. 
CroHH lit ff rrnrr 

ll.Ii. 3S01. S*>c. (»f (IV 

\^ VAHT II- TlTli: I, Kl.KMKNTAUY AND SK( ONDAHY Koi'l ATlON AcT OF 

I. Awrndritt nti T\u^ Kducatlon AuK-ndinerits of li>74 is arnen<led In section 
101(a)(3) by i|aerting 122, and 123" lipniodiately after "121" an?i hy 
luMertiuK **, 127, |md 12S, resi>ectively, " iunuediately nfter "12(»" and hef(»rc tlie 
periiul. 

Junifif'atifm. U/des^ntes Serf ion 122 «nd 12^1 of Title T of the Elementary and 
Seeondaty T.dncition Act he<'ause ixew Se<*tions 122 and 123 vvere»<hled hy Section 
l(il(H)<2)(t:) ft IM.. 93 3S9. 

II. R. 3Hni, (a) ( 1). 

2. A m<'7tdni'nt. Title I of the Klenientn rymnd Seeondnry Kducatlon Act of 19fl5 
Ik ainende<l ttJ section 12(W1)) hy strkin;: out "clauses (2), (5). «nd (7» of 

section K)3(/»)," nn(i InsertinK In lieu therei.f "sef tionf* l(>3(n)(2), 121, 122. nnd 
123.'. _ ^ 

J uMti/fi'at\iiHjl A confornuriK amendment which rorrects-^n e|^roneous cross 
referetn.e. 

H. 3S()l/sV ( l)K 1 ). 

Amer^rnrnrSQ'UW I of the Kfementnry nnd See<ynd>y:y Kducatlon Act of 
IjJKf h<>»^Mided liNt^tion 141(a) (13) hy striking out "140" and inserting' In lieu 

JuHfi/^mtion. (*orre<*ts aTfl^gt^neous <toss refen^nce. 
3H01, Sec. (h> (2). 

4. Ami-^ifiment. Title I of th(» Kleme.ntnry anil Secondary Kducatlon Acf of VMu> 
is amendHi in se<'tloji 14 1 ( a m 14 ) ( A ) he insertinjr Vli^rihle * after "children ". 

JuJitifirafion. Mnkes the seh'cti<»n of parents for^ the lo<'al edui'jjtlonal agency 
council more adnilnistrahle hy not delnyinp: appointments untlKafter n pro^yrnm 
is'i'Stnbllshed each yesir. Oijens access to'ndvlsory council membership to allow 
inclusion of parents with a reasonable interest in Title I., 
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CroBH Rt'frrvnctr 

U.R. 38U1, Sec. (b) (3). ^ 

Pabt III — Other rRoo&AMS Altiioiiizicd by the Elementary and Skco>jiiary 
EuucATio:f AtT OF luti.i, AH Amknukd 

A. TITLE II, 8( H(>OL MBRAR-Y RESOt'R< KH, TKXTHOOKrt, AND OTHKR INSTEIU TION AL 

MATCIUA{^ 

Amendment. Section 204(b) of the Elementary and 'Secondary Education Act 
of 1965 is amended by strikiiij? ont "l^VS' and liiHertinjf in lieu tliereof "197K". 

Justification. Extends through 1978 the authority for the Commissioner to 
hypuss the State educational agency ujider Title II of ESEA In those cases 
where no State agency Is authorized to provide Title M materials for the use 
of children in nonpublic school^. 

CroHS Reference 

U.K. 3807, Sec. (c). 

B. TITLE III, SUPI»LEMENTARY Et)l'('ATT0\ AL. CKNTKRS AMD SERVICER ; GUIDANCE, 
C0UN8EUN0, A\D TESTING 

Ar^hndment. The E<lucatlon Amendments of 1974 Is amended- In section 
103(a)(2) by Inserting "of section 301(b)" Immediately a^ter ('The second 
sentence" and by striking out "and each of the five succeeding fiscal years,**'. 

JuHtiflcation, Adds a section reference which was omitted, and deletes un- 
necessary language. 

Cross Reference 

ILR. 3801. Sec. (a) (2). 

C. TITLE IV, LIBRARIES, I^ARTflNO RESOURCES, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION, AND 

8UFP0RT 

1. Amendments. Section 403(b) of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act of. 1965 Is amended by Inserting at the end thereof the following paragraph : 

'^(5) During the fiscal year preceding the first fiscal year for which funds 
are appropriated pursuajit to any part of this title, the State educational agency 
may use administrative funds available to the State under any program specified 
In seetioB 401<e> for the purpose of.<?arrying out the requirements of this 
subsection.". 

Justification. Allows States to use administrative funds under existing pro- 
grams for the start-np costs of the State advisory council required to 'be estab- 
lished under section 403(a). Und^r section 403(b) the council must be In 
existence before the State may r^elve grants under the new Title IV. The Act 
requires that the council be certified ninety days before tl;e beginning of FY 
1976 and that It meet within thirty days after certification Is accepted by the 
Commissioner. Therefore, the council must meet at leftst once in FY 1975. 

Cross Reference 

fl.R. 3^b'i, «ec. (e) (2>^ 

2. Amendment, Section 431(a)(2) of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1965 Is amended by striking out "or private educational 
organizations". 

Justification. This amendment Is to take care of an Inconsistency In P.P.. 
Oa-380. Section 481 (a) (2) H very similar to the language of Section 808 uf 
ESEA which authorizes grants for demonstration projects In both public and 
private schools to improve school nutrition and health service sfor children from 
low-income families. However Section 403(a)(4)(B) of Title IV, ESEA. as 
amended, stipulates that the State educa'tional agency will distribute the funds 
It receives under Section 401(b) only among local education agencies. Proposed 
rules covering this portion of the Act will enable private educational agencies 
to be eligible to parucl^/ate In health and nutrition services provisions if tinder 
contract to an LEA. 
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€ro«a Reference 

H.R, 3801, Sec. (e) (3). 

D. TITLE VII, BIUNOUAL EDUrATIO?f PROOJIAMS 

Amendment. Title VII of the Elementary nnd SeroAdnry Kdiiontlon Aft of 
nm5 Ik ainende<l In setTi(»n 742 hy In.s<»rtln« 'of thv N/tional In.stilut<» of Kdu- 
cation" after 'DirectTn*" wherever that word appenrn. / f 

Ju»ti/lcati(/n. Clarifies the fact that the **I)ireot(jr" referred to in Sertion 742 
is the Director of the National Institute of Kducation rather than the Uirw^tor • 
of tlH* Olffce of IJilink'Ual Kducatioii entahlislieil l)y Sectijjri 7:51. 

CroH8 Reference 
- H.H. 3801, iiec, (d) (3). ^ 

E TITLE VIII, OENEHIAL PROVISIONS 

' Amehdntent. Section 801 of the Elementary and Se<'ondary Education Act of 
1965 is amended by inserting "IV," after "titles II, III," the first tin^e it appears 
in that section and by Inserting "IV," after "titles II, III," in subsection (j) of 
that secthm. 

" Juritiflcntion. Includes section 401 of Title TV, ConHolidation of Certain Edu- 
cation Programs, P.L. 93-380, which amends Title IV of EKEA, under the General 
Provisions for ESEA. Without a change such as this, the District of Columbia 
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico will not be eligible for grants under 
ESEA Title IV. Secondly, Title IV of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act, as amended by P.L, 38-380, Includes the Trust Territory of the Pacific 
Islands in the allocation of funds appropriated for Parts B & C (Section 402). 
Unless Title IV Is added to subsection (j), the otlier requirements of Title IV 
V would not apply. , 

Cr o$9 Reference 

II.R. 3801, Sec, (l) — The socond part of the amendment does not appear in 
H.R. 3801 a 9 currently drafted. 

Part IV — Special Projects 

A, SPECIAL PROJECTS ACT 

Amendment The Educi^tlon Amendments of 1974 i.^ amended in section 402(a) 
(2) by striking out "July 24, 1954" and inserting, in lieu thereof "July 26, 1954", 

Juntiflcatinn. Corrects an erroneous reference to the "Coooerative Research 
Avt," July 2tt, 1954, 

Cro8n Rrfermce 

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (4). 

B, CbMMUNITT SCHOOLS ACT 

Amrndmenf. The Education Amendments of 1974 is amended in section 405 by 
striking out "(f) (1) The Commissioner shall establish or designate a clearing-" 
the .second time it appears therein and by inserting in lieu thereof "(3) Appoint- 
ments to the advisory council shall be comj)leted*', 

JuntifJratinn. Corrects a printing error in which one line (subsection (f)(1)) 
was printed twice and inserts the correct language, 

CroHH Rrff'rrurr 

H. R. 3801, Sec. (a) (5). 

C. women's EDt'CATIONAL EQt^TTT ACT OF 1974 

I. Amrndmmt. The Education Amendments of 1974 is^ amended in section 
408 (d ) ( 2 ) < R) by striking out "( a> " and inserting ^n* lieu thereof *'(d) (1)*'. 

Jujftiflrfitift^i, Corrects an erroneoiis cross reference to subsection (a) which 
simply establishes the title of the Act. The correct reference (d) (1) sets forth 
the activities which are authorized under the Act. 
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VrnMM Rrfrrcnre 

U.K. HM()1. Hvv. (u)(K)(A). 

2 •»mrti(/mrnr The Hducii t ir.n AriH rKiin^nf s of \U74 is nnwiuM in Hi^fion 40S 
KrVph '^'^ '""^ paru;;raph and n-dcHii^nutin^^ paru^ruph (4) aH jMin,- 

i oriinnssioner (o ,ppn.v,. nil appil.afions ^^hi<.h appropriat. criteria Su 'h 

a re(piiremeiit is inappropriate in u disrret i(ina ry grant pro^'ruui. 

CroMM Rrfcrence ' * 

U.K. :mn. sk\ iiw iHuU). ' . 

a Amenfimrvt Tlie IC(!uration Airi(.mlniont.s ntV.)7\ is amended In the third 

i;:'tr; lAr^'K;://,,!,;,,!'^ •'^"■■^ 

.luHtiflcdtion. I.iinits the cha i rninn>jhip of the Advisory roimeii to the niemb.-rs 
sei^H-ted hy the President, hy and with the advice and ronHeut of (he Senate 
iyoMM /{( ftrrttce 

U.K. mu, ,See. (a) (8) M'). 

hv"*r •J'^'f'''^^;'^' 'P'"- Kduration Amendments of 1074 is amended in section 40« 
h> rf'desi^natintc the second Hnt)section if) as sulmeetion («). 

JuMti/i( atitm, ('(jrreot,s an erroneous Hni)8eet ion deHij^nation/' 
CroftM ffrfcrcnr*' 

II. R. asoi. Sec. fa) (H) ( K). 

Taut V- (;knkrai. Kr>i ( ATio.\ I'rovikioxh Act- 
A. National iNsrrn TE of eulcation 

^.'tmrN</m<„/ The Kdnc„tion Amen.inienrs of 1<)74 is nru<"nd,vl in se<*tion no^f-i) 
<-Ml.Ml n hy sfril^ln^f niit 'sid^sefi ion I f and insertin^c in lieu the,v(,f 
fJrriil'ra^^^^^^^ ^ ^ - ^' •^'^'ikin^^ nnf 'r,>r in the following 

JuMti/irotin,,, Tr) reinstate s.Ktion 40.-ff),i>) of (JIOPA. rel^ttn^c to the MK 
whirh requires coini^liance with the I>nvis-naeon Act in all MK eonstnicl i(m' 
<-n„frarts. lani^craph' was erroneously striken ^vhen Section 4()r.(f) was 

repealed. . . * 

JI.R. :^m, S«'c. (a) (in. 

H. SIMI'MFlEU STATR APPT.TCATIO.V 

h Im.m/mca/. Tlie Kducation Amendments of 1074 is amended in seeticm .Ml 
j^^rikinu out July 1. lt)74- ami iuscrting in lieu thereof 'Mulv 1 lU7r," 
,oa. The Simplitied Stat,e Applirath^n hereafter referred* to'as the 
<M.neral Application - is a ne^v leyisiative requirement for State education 
iMTHM's. .Since the m.»j'.r intent and thrust of the new IeKlslati(m. IM, U'.i^^HU 
IS directed toward the operation nf programs starting in KV 7«, OK helieves it 
he both logical and etfi< ient P^ aviml the potential confusion of renniring t'le 

(Vf'Tln'lMsi^Toi;' " '"'""'''"^ '^'^''^^^ ''''' '^"'^^^^^^^^^^ 

well\mderwnv ^'""'^ ""'^ «PI>H"ahIe programs are already 

No real yalur woul(t accrue to either the State or Federal government hy 
now requiring this informati(»n for FY 7.-,. ' 

The (;ener:U Api^licntion requirem.'uts can iM'tter be handled in the tran^i- 
th.nnl Wmse that (>K is presently engaged in with the respective State lu^.n!^ - 
su«-h efTorfs are exfcnsiVe and are ainu^d of implemvnfation of the KY '7(1 
provisir>ns. I I 1 

CrttMM R( frr( nor 

U.K. 3M)1. Sec. (a > ( 10). 

2 .4we«^mr„/ The (;r.neral Eduention Provisicms Act is amended in the fir^t 
.entenee of section 4:UMuM,(Ai hy inserting otiiej^^tHtn title I of the 
Klementar.v and Secon.iary KJucation Act u( lOa"." afte Aipplicahle prograi 

Justi/irution. Kxemprs litle I ..f the Mementary and Secondary Education 
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of lUHf) from the, appllonhle proprrhiiiH rovt^ml hy the Simplified Statr Appllri(tlr)n 
proviHions. Section 14^(a) of Title I providcM tlmt StHten dPHlring to participate 
in the program munt submit to the Commissioner a neries of VnattHfactory 
aHHiiranoes/' These assuruncea are actually simpllcr that the Simplified State 
Application. 

Vro9fl Reference ' 

ThiH amendment doeninot appear in II. R. .HMOl hh currently drafted. 

3. Amendmiut. The UVueral Education rrovlHions Act is amended in nectlon 
434(b)(1)(A) by adding after the first sentence the followinj? new sentence: 
. "The provisions of the preceding sentence Hhall ftso apply In the case of a State 
or other juriRdictU>n in which there Ih only one local educational agency or in 
which the State educational ageijcy Is also the only local educational ageijcx/*. 
' ' Justiflcation, Clarifies that unitary school systems, nifch as those in the State 
♦ of Hawaii and the nisls-ict.of Columbia; ate Irjcluded under the Slmplilied State 
Ajjplicat Ion provisions. - 

CroHS Ifeferener 

This amendment does not api)enr in H.R. 3H01 as currently drafted. 

0. APPOINTUEXT or MEMBERS OF AND ^FUNCTlOWlNO Or ADVI80BT* COJINCII^ 

Amrndmeni. The Rducutlon Amendments of 1974 Is nmendtHl in section 516(a) 
by Htrilcing out "433" and insming in lieu thereof "44;V. 

Justification. Corre< t.s an erroneous cross reference to section 443 of the General 
Kducation Provisions Act. 

Cross Rf'fermre ^ 
H.R. 3801, Sec. (a)(n). 

I). GEXEBAL AUTHORITY OF ADM I MSTKATTVK HKADS' OK EhfCATIO.V AOEXCIFS 

Anumdment. The General Education Prf>vIsions Act Is amended in s«*ctlon 40.9 
by .strilcing out subsection (c) thereof, And in section 400(c) (1) hy redesignating 
clauses (A) through (F) as •ciallses (H» through ((i), respectively, and by in- 
serting before clause (B), as so redesignated, the frillowing new clatise : 

**<A) 'administrative head of an e<lucatir)n agen(y' means tlie (\)niniissioner 
and the Director of the National In.stitute of Education. To the extent that the 
Assistant Secretary Is directly responsible for the administration of a program 
and t<nthe extent that the .\s8lstant Secretary ia resiM)nsible for the suiwrvision 
of the Natif)nal Center fr>r Kducation^ Statistics, the Assistant Secretary shall, 
for such puri)oses, be Considered within tlie meaning nt such term ". 

JustiflmtiQn. Adrls the definition ^of "administrative fiead off an educational 
agency" to the list of definitions fr)r 'purposes of the fJeneral Kducation Provi- 
sions Act. The term is used throughout (ilOT.V rather ttian only in Section 408. 

Cross Rrferenve 

II.R. 3801. Sec. (f) (1). 

Tart VI — Other Pro^jrams 

A. iVfPACT AH), P,L. S74, S t RT ( ONORER=: 

Amnuitnmt, The Kducation Amendments of 11)74 is amended in section 305*0) 
hy Inserting "(b)(1)'* immediately before "The amendments made by parn- 
j^raphs (1) and (li)*' which follows the matter in quotation mar its in paragraph 
(3) of Mur'h section. • 
Justiftration, Inserts a subsection heading which was omitted. 

Cross Rrferrnre ^ 

H. R. 3801, Sec. (a) (3). 

B. EDtTATlorf OF THE HANDICAPPED ACT 

I. Ammdmcnts The Education .\mendment5: nf 1074 is amended In section 
«12(b)(l) by strilcing out "to the OlKce" in the second sentence and inserting in 
lieu thereof "to the Bureau". 

Justiffration. Corrects an erroneous reference to the Bureau of Education for 
the Handicapped which w^s established at a Bureau level by T.L. 91-230, Title 
VI, Section 603(a). 
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Cronu Reference ^ 

H.R. 3801, Sei'. (a) (12). , . 

2. Amendment. Sections 652(b)(3), 652 (It^) (4). and 652(b) (fi) of the E(Uicu- 
tlon of the Handicapped Act are amended bx Htplklng out "grant and contract*' 
and Inserting In lieu thereof "grant or contract*'. 

Juaticiflcation. Corrects an t»rror and authorizes funds under the referenced 
sections |o be made available by grant or contract rather than by grant and 
contract. - ► / ^ 

Cro8» Reference «r 

H. R. 3801, Sec. (h). 

O. EMEROENCT SCHOOL AID AGO* 

I. Amer^dmenL The Eklucatlop Amendments of 1974 la amended In section 645 
by striking ouf "Elementary" and Inserting In lieu thereof "Emergency". 

Justification. Corrects an erroneous reference to the^ Emergency School Aid 
Act. 

Croat Rejerence 

H.R 3801, Sec. (a) (13). 

2, Amendment. Section 709(a) of the Emergency School Aid Act Is amended 
by Inserting "Assistant" before "Secretary". 

JuMtiftcation. Inserts "Assistant" before "Secretary" because the Emergency 
School Aid Act Is administered by the Aa^stant Secretary for Education rather 
tban by the Secretary. 

Cro»8 Reference 

H. R. 3801, Sec. (I). 

D. NATIONAL BEADING IMPBOVEMENT PBOORAlf 

I. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 7^74 is* amended In section 
705(c) (3) by InBertlng "at" before "which such preelementary". 

Justification. Inserts the word "at" which was erron^usly omitted. 

Crosi Reference X 4^ 

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (14). 

9. Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended In section 714 
by inserting at the end thereof the following new subsection : 

"(f) The functions of the State Advisory Council on Reading, required to be 
established by subsection (a) (2) of this section, may be carried out hy the State 
advisory council creafed pursuant to section 705(d) (1)". 

Justification. To prevent duplication authorizes the State to allow the State 
advisory -^uncll on reading required by Section 705(d) (1) 'to fill the functions 
assigned to an Identical council by Section 7l4(>i i2) o f the National Reading 
Improvement Program. ' 

Cross Reference 

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (18). 

d! HIOnER EjibuCATION ACT OF 1965 

Ammdmmt.' The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended In section 837 by 
inserting "of the Higher Educattmt-^t of 1965" after "section 1001(b) (1)". 

Justification. Inserts and therefore clarifies a reference to the Higher Educa- 
tion Act which was erroneously omitted. 



Cross Reference 

H.R. 3801, Sec. (a) (24). 



K. ADITI.T EDUCATION ACT 



Amendment. Section 310A(b) (2) (A) of the Adult Education Act Is amended 
by striking out "approval" and Inserting In lieu thereof "approved". 
Justification. Corrects the misspelling of the word "approved". 

Cross Reference 

H. R. 3801. Sec. (g). 

p. VOCATIONAL EDUCATION ACT OF 1©63 

I. Amendment. Section 194(b) of the Vocational Education Act of 1963 is 
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amended by striking oiif "Hecretury" and inaerthiR in lien thereof 
**Coiuiui8«loner". ' ,r « i 

Ju*tificati(m. SubKtitute« "CnmniiKHioner" for "Sccretury" since the \ ocutlonai 
Education Act is administered by the OjUnnlKHioiier. 

CroM )t<fiference 

H. R. 3801. Rec. (j) (1). - ' ^ ^ , mn*, t 

• 2. Amtrndment. Section lll7Ui)rj) nf the Vi.rnHj.ual Kdiij-ntloii Act f>r um.\ is 
amended by striking QUt "to ai) uKcm V ' and iUHertinj; In lieu tiieroof "by an 
agency". * 

JuMtiflSaiion. Corrects a gramiiiaticul err^ir. ^ 

CroaB Referenoe ^ . ^ 

ri.R. 3801, Sec. (j)(2). 

O. XATlONAt. DICfENS^ KDVCATION A<T OK 19S8 

I. Amendment. Se< tIon (Kil(a) of »the Kd^jcufiou Amendments of 11)74 ts 
amended to read as foHows : ' . ' ■ 

••Sec.Oril: (a) Section "301* Qf the Natlohal Oefense Education Act of is 
^mended by striking out '1«7.V both times it appears and inserting 1977' In Ueu 
thereof, and by adding at the end there(>f the following new sentence; 'Notwith- 
standing the preceding two Jjentences, no funds are authorljSed to be apjjroprlated 
for obligation during anv year for vi'hlch funds are available for obligation for 
carrying out part B of title IV of the Elenieiifary and Secondary Education Act 

Ju^i/lcation. Revises the. amendment to Section 301 of NDEA mwle by Title 
' VI Section 661(a) of r.L;93^380 to conform with an amendment to that S«ctlou 
made by P L. 92-318. 

Cross Reference 

H,R. 3/iOl, Sec. (k). ' _ ^ ^ . \. * * 

2 Amendmf^t. (1) Section ia3(a) of the National Defense Education Act of 
195H is amended by. striking out i'uerto Ric<)," after *'such term ao«»H m)t 
include". . * •» 

(2) Section 302(a) U) of such Act is amended by strtkUig out 3 pe» centum 
and Inserting *'l per centum" In lieu thereof. ^ * 

(3) Sei'tlon 1008(A) of such Act i» amended by strlklng,out Puerto Klco, . 
Justiflcatifm, In order to treat Puerto Rico as a State for purposes of education 

allocations. PL. 93-380, Se<'tlon.843 deleted Jt^iierto Rico from the H«ting of 
extra-territorial jurisdictions In the educat^n laws except Xftle III of the Na- 



tional Defense Education Act Sime th^ tr<ithorlzatlon for this Act was' extended, 
and the program pun>ose Included In Utle IV. Part B of the Elen>entary and 
S^ondary Education A.-t a*r amended "»»y; P L. 93^380. It i^ ncH^essary strike 
references to Puerto Rico In the sections cited. The *iet aside for the extra-ter- 
ritorial JuHsdlc^ons must alfm be reducetl slDc^e Puerto Rico will not receive 
funds as one of these jurisdictions. 
Crosn Reference 

This amendment does not appear in H.R. 3801 as currently drafted., 

H. EXTENsrOM OF ADVISORY COUNCILS 

Amendment. The Education Amendments of 1974 Is amended in se<'tlon 84r)(c> 
by Striking out -708(a)" and by in.Kertiug In lieu thereof -JH-i^a ) ' ^^JV^^ 
l^g out "continued" and Inserting In lle^i thereof "continue ^ and in section 
845(f) by stHklng out •\'nO(b)v and Inserting In Hew ther(^>f ♦ 

Justification, 1. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to Se<'fl()n 732(a ) ot the 
Elementary and Secondary EducntKm Act of 1965 which establishes a National 
Advisory Council on Bilingual Education: 2. Corrects a typographical "n,r of 
the word "continue''; 3. Corrects an erroneous cross reference to Section 311 ( b ) 
of the Adult Education Act. The sections were redesignated by P,L. 

Cross Reference 

H.R. 3801. Sec. (a) (25).^ 

Chairman PjPRKixs. I want to compliment you on your excellent 
statement. 
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Could you expand on your explanation of the two arnendments you 
propose to title L Parlik'iilaHy, could vhin^xplain further voiir amend- 
ment to chrtn^^e the local educational H<roiicv ^iiold harmless''? 

Dr. IVIattheis. Mp. Chairman, this amendment deals with the prob- 
lems with reirard to tRe allocatioh of th^ funds at the county level as 
related to the "hold harmless" activity. 

rlminnan TKHkiNs. Please explaij'i how your pioposal would w()rk 
andiwhy yoyiecd yon rjml the amendijiont i " 
• . I>r M^TTHUs.'The county is held 'harmless, and the schools within 
It, and ainor\g.the school districts within a cbunty there is a difference 
because of tharchange in .popufetion ov^r a period of time. They should 
receive more tiollars if thS^county aild the districts within the county 
are held harmless. '-^^ ■. ^ 

The $chool district' which has an increased need, according? to new 
statjstrcs, is tin^ble to get at new resouroes. What we are suggesting is 
thftt there be provisions in the States that have the^e particular prob- 
lems for a sharing of the hold harVhless across the State rather than 
naiTowing it down to n county or a specific school district within that 
county to he penalized for no fault of its own. 

We think that it is an equitable.treatment of the situation which has 
a peculiar background. 

Mr BrcniAXAX. l)r. Matthcis, what,Lsithe difference that would be 
brought about by ypur suggested changes to title I subcoimty alloca- 
tions (Would you take one or two representjative States, for example, 
and tell us what they are receiving, or what they would have received 
If vour provisions had been in effect ? 

Dr. Matthi^ir. We can prqvidip the specific statistics that you are 
requesting for the record^ but! I ^m not sure fhat w^ get the question 
clear.. There Would not be any change among the States. There would 
be changes among the counties, and I think we can show vou how this 
would happen with some examples of how we woiild work it in great 
detail. < ^ ^ 

[Following is an exanriple'of an acceptable distvibution of title I 
allocations on a^ statewide basis:] » 

Title I — Mrthod os-v Allocation T'sed ht Pennstlvanta 

' The method usert hy the State of Pennsylvania to nwrkeTitle T allocations on a 
Ntare-wifle hasis i« n^; follows: '.'The <ount of children fmin poverty families 
rr >m the 1970 CenHUH wa« (liHtrthiited hy school distriet using all available infor- 
,m tion mich rt« the oen8u« distribution hy civil snhdlvf^gn and school district 
dain fumished hy OE. * 

J'l^"'"^ ''^ AFDP children used was 47,630 rather than the 48.054 used hv 
HE for county allocation purposes. The AFDO count waW more current than the 
January count used hy OE ^nd the data were availableTTy address so that the 
• njimber cvnild be distributed aocnrately by school district. This was alf^liy-ue of 
the foster children count which was 34 more than the OR count of lOSfl The 
rtlWfftlon of the iftstitnfiou agreed with the OR munt of 5113 

The total number of rtilldren 3fl7,fl«4. was divided into- the. tQtal amount allo- 
«nted to the State of Pennsylvania (the sum of the OE countv grants ) ,A1 loca- 
tions were then determined on a preliminary basis by i4jultiplv1ng the nunjher of 
<*hildren by the dinonnft Available per child. 
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The a moiint necessary to bring the allocations of thoHe school diHtrlctK ^yhos** 
prejl miliary aiiocatigui^ fell below of the prior year's allocationH was tlien 
()btai«,ed by'l;wt>Rortionateiy rediiclnK the allocations of nil other school dlsf^rictH. 
The reHUlti^g alloratiouH to those , remulniiig school diHtrirtH were Im.sed on the 
siirae amount per child, or $212 08. 

HKJ'txrrtD School l^in^ucT Ohoamzation Facts 

\ Number of counties — 67. 
N*und>er of school diHtrietJs — 505. 

Number of counties in which the srhool district and ('o\jnty hoiinduries are 
cotemilnous — 8. 

Number of school districts in counties In which scihool district and county 
■boundaries are coterininou»— 25. * * 

" Number of counties in which the school district and county ho\indaries are 
coterminous and < iich county qontains only one district-^. 

Number of.school districts In two or more counties — i85. 

Number of muntcipaiitie.s or portions of linioiclpatities crosilng county boun- 
daries under school district's OrganiKation — 188, 



1974-7S eSEA TITLE I 



— a-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENJS WHEf* RATABLY RlOUCEO BY COUNTY 
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE ALLDCATION METHOD 



Scliool diitnct 



BERKS COUNTY' 

AntlrtJm. . 

Boytrtown art& . 

Boytrtown irtaCBtrks County) 

Boytrtown tfta (Montfomtry 

county) - 

Brindywint Heifhts 

Conrad Wtistr irta 

Dantti Boont arti 

Eifttr Township . 

PtMtwood irta 

GdVei^or Mtfllin . 
Harhtnirgarta ... 
KutrlownArta . 
MuMtnhBfg Township. 

Olty.Vallty. • . 

Reading 

Schuylkill Vallay 

Talpahocktn area . 
Twm ynity . . 

Twin Vatlty (Barks County) . . 

Twin Vittay (Chtstar County) . . 

Wilson 

Wyomissing arta — ^ . , 

Total 

.J BUCK5^ COUNTY* 

. bensalem Township . 

BnStoi Borough 

Bristbi T.ownsnip . . 

CentfnntaL . - 

C«ntr«l Bucks 

Couptit t^bck 

MorrMlf Borough 

Na&hamlny 

Wpw Hopt-Solthury 
• PiHsadts 

Ptnnritjgt . . 

P^nnsbury 

Quiktrtown cotnmunity . 

Total . - 



85 pa rcf nt 
guarantaa 



8,018 
41 993 - 
27, 350 

U, 643 

13. 1721 
31.834 
13.899 
25. 445 
12.890 

18. 831 

19, 280 

14. 890 
\13, 899 

n.097 
429. 089 

8, 855 
19, 504 
26 478 

7.623 
18, 855 
16, 142 

;.903 



Pupils. 



158 
455 

197 

258 
89 

229 
183 
168 
96 
203 
155 
242 
90 
76 
2,678 
lOO 
139 
354 
119 
235 
238 
106 



PcUpllS I 

ratablf 

r f duct ion 



33. 978 
97, 137 

42, 36& 

54, 772 
19, 139 
49, 246 
39, 354 
36, 128 
20,645 

43, 655 
33, 333 
52 042 
19, 355 
16. 344 

575, 904 
21, 505 
29. 892 
75. 113 
25. 591 
49 522 
51 182 
?2. 795 



Entitlamant EntiMtmtnl 

county stitflwidfl 

allocation allocation 

33. 978 33. 651 

97.137 96,907 

42,365 

54,772 

19.139 11.959 

49, 246 48, 773 

39. 354 38, 976 

36. 128 35, 781 

20, 645 20. 446 

43. 655 43, 235 

33.333 33.012 

52,042 51,542 

19.355 19.168 

16.344 16.187 

575.904 570 366 

21.505 21,298 

29. 892 29, 605 

75.113 75.396 

25.591 .. 

49, 522 

51, 182 50, 690 

22 795 22, 576 





5. 759 




I. 236. 747 


1 226,564 


142 242 


599 


134. 528 


142. 242 


138 597 


96. 440 


6?8 


141 041 


141,041 


133, 71,3 


307 913 


1 399 


314.198 


314 198 


300 023 


200, 439 


1 ?78 


287 023 


?87 023 


272. 101 


63,033 


5?S 


117, 909 


117 909 


111,816 


30 ?32 


361 


81,076 


81.076 


76 887 


38 395 


187 


41 998 


41 998 


39 828 


133.928 


67fi 


IM, 821 


151.821 


143 976 


)2 849 


bl 


14 149 


. I' 149 


13.418 


18. 024 


1?9 


28 9/2 


28,972 


27 475 


42.963 


359 


80,627 


80 627 


76. 461 


106 265 


770 


172 933 


172 933 


163 996 


54 235^ 


236 


53 003 


53 003 


50, 264 




7 ?10 




1 626 992 


1 548 685 



Saa footnotas at end of tabla. 
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; 1974-75 ESEA TITLE l.-S-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY 
ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWUbE ALLOCATION METttOO-Contiriutd 



School district 



85 ptrctnt 
luarinttt 



Pupils 



Pupils X Entltltmtnt 

ratabit county . 

reduction iltocation 



Entitl«mtnt 
stattwidt 

allocation ' 



CHESTER COUNTY' 

Avon Grovt 

Coatesvilie ir«a 

Downinston arta 

Great Valley 

Ktnnett Consolidated 

Octorara area 

Octorari area (Chester County) 

Octorara area (Lancaster County). .. 

Owen J. Roberts. -I 

Oxford area 

Phoenixville area 

Tredyffrtn-Easttown 

AJnionville-Chidds Ford. 

Unionville-Chadds Ford (Chester 

County) 

Unionville-Chadds Ford (Delaware 
County). ^ 

West Chester area : i 

West Chester area (Chistti>£ounty) 
West Chester aree (tetf^fl^nty) 

Total 

DELAWARE COUNTY « 

Chester-Upland 

Chichester 

Gernet Valley 

Havvford Township 

Irrterboro.. 

Mar pie Newtown 

Penn Deico 

Radnor Township.^ 

Ridley 

Rose Tree Media 

Southeast Detco 

■ Spfilngfield. 



44,065 

156,9/8 
43, 275 
25,019 
66, 040 
38, 852 
31, 346 
7, 506 
16, 567 
58, 152 
36, 767 
35.642 
22.520 

21,300 



297 
916 
441 
250 
392 
520 
378 
142 
263 
457 
416 
282 
104 

98 



62. 587 
193,031 
92,935 
52.683 
82. 607 
109, 911 
79, 657 
30. 254 
55, 423 
96, 305 
17, 665 
59, 427 
21, 936 

20,652 





;2. 587 
031 
92, 933 
52,6ft3 
82, 607 
109, 911 
79. 657 
30, 254 

55.423 56i0l4 
96, 305 97, 333 

87,665 88^601 
59, 427 «d,«6t 
22,584 22,150 

21,300 

if. 

1,284 

176,863 175.923 
169, 850 

7,013 

1,029,019 1.099,lir 



Upper Darby. 



Valiingford-Swarthmore 
William Pen" 



953, 6B9 
74.543 
6,939 
44, 208 
66,007 
21. 659 
29, 26? 
34, 239 
103, 203 
75,915 
179, 727 
26, 164 
153,996 
28, 964 
149, 087 



5,573 
333 

£4 

440 

505 
' 261 

326 

246 

718 

458 
1,076 

285 

953 ^ 

273/ 

9ir 



1,192,346 
71,246 
13,693 
94, 138 

108,045 
57. 339 
69, 748 
52, 632 

153,616 
97. 989 

230,211 
60, 976 

203, 895 
58, 408 

195. 551 



1,192,346 
74. 543 
13,693 
94,138 
108, 045 
57, 339 
69. 741 
52, 632 
153,616 
/ 97. 989 
230, 211 
60, 976 
203, 895 
58, 408 
195, 551 



1,186,949 
72,023 
13,631 
93. 7\Z 

1G7, 556 
57.079 
69, 432 
54, 394 

152.921 
97. 546 . 

229, 169 
60, 700 

202, 972 
58,144 

194,666 



ToUL 



12,432 ..^6vM30 



2,648.894 



1 County allocation - $1,145,142. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation— $215. ^ 
0501: (b) by statewide allocation— $2 12. 9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25): (a) by county allocation— 
36.1 percent; (b) by statewide allocation -35.7 percent. 

z County allocation— $1,629,035. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: <a) by county allocation— $224.> 
5878; (b) by statewide allocation- $2} 2. 982 L Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25). 

1 County allocation— $1 107.837. Amount per pupil, exclusive ff 85 percent guarantee; {a) by county allocation^ $210.^ 
7323; (b) by statewide allocation— $212.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25): (a) by county allocation— 
35.3 percent: (b) by statewide allocation- 35.7 percent. > 

* County allocation— $2 671,429. Amount per pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantee: (a) by county allocation— $213.- 
9505; (b) by statewide allocation-- $21 2.9821. Percent of maximum authorization ($596.25); (a) by county aiiocation— 
35.9 percent; (b) by^ statewide allocation— 35.7 percent 
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1974-75 ESEA TITLE 1, 8-COUNTY^TOR SHOWING LEA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY 
* ALLOCATION METHOD AND BY STATEWIDE AuOCATION METHOD 



School district 



SSptrctnt 
guaranttt 



LANCASTER COUNTY 

Cocallco...u r $24,485 

Columb^ Borb ' 32. 841 

ContstOfa Vallty 48. 857 

Dontiat 31. 635 

East Lancasttr Co "^0, 472 

tllztbtthtown area 41, S89 

Ephrata arta 23,458 

Htmpfiald 20, 499 

Lampattr Strasburg 22, 891 

Lancasttr 369,300 

Mantulm Cantral 27, 560 

Manhelm township 12,198 

Ptnn Manor 34,715 

Ptquu Vallty 41, 3A( 

Sotanco { 56,821 

Warwick : ^ 20, 044 

Total 



LEHIGH COUNTY » 

Alltntown City 36l,555 

Cat^sauqua arta 13, 384 

Cataiauqua trta (Lthigh County). . . 8. 427 

Cttisauqua artf (Northampton 

County) 4.957 

fast Ptnn .• , 24.625 

tlorthtfn Lehigh 26.578 

Northern Lthifh (Lehigh County) 20. 155 

Northern Lthigh (Northampton 

County) 6 4?3 

northwestern Lehigh 10.656 

Parkland-..,..., 25.922 

Salisburg Township.... 28,240 

Southern Lehigh 17.570 

Whitehall-CopTay 16, 739 

Total.,, 

See footnotes at end of table. 

See footnotes et end of tabtt. 



Pupils 



Pupiis X 
raUble 
reduction 



Entitlement 

county 
allocation 



Entitlement 
statewide 

allocation 



241 
315 
435 
286 
617 
329 
293 
112 
217 

161 
105 
428 
643 
774 
160 



$51, 347 
67.114 
92, 681 
60, 935 

131.458 
70. 097 
42, 426 
38, 777 
46,234 

528,600 
34, 303 
22,371 
91, 189 

136. 997 

164,908 
34,090 



$51,347 
67, 114 
92, 681 
60, 935 

131,458 
70,097 
62, 426 
38, 777 
46.234 

52t, 600 
34, 303 
22, 371 
91. 189 

136. 997 

164, 908 
34, 090 



$51, 329 
67,089 
92,647 
60,913 

131,410 
70. 071 
62, 404 
38,703 
46,217 

528, 409 
34, 290 
22,363 
91, 1S6 

136,947 

164,848 
34, 07? 



7. 687 



1,633, 527 



1,632, 933 



2,164 
81 
60 

21 
263 
206 
159 

47 
174 
28S 
192 
151 
163 

— ^ 

3,679 . 



462, 692 
17, 300 
12, 829 

4,471 
56, 233 
-44,002 
33,996 

10,006 
37. 203 
60, 937 
41,052 
32,286 
34, 852 



462, 692 
17, 786 
12,829 . 



460,893 
17,^52 



4.957 

56,233 56,014 
44. 002 43, 874 

33, 996 

10. 006 .* . 

37. 203 37, 059 

60, 937 60. 700 

41,052 40,893 
32, 286 32. 160 

34,852 34.716 

717, 043 783, 561 
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1974-75 CSEA TlTlt X 8-COUNTY SECTOR SHOWING UA ENTITLEMENTS WHEN RATABLY REDUCED BY COUNTY 
AUOCATIOW METHOD AND. BY STATEWIDE ALLOCATION METHOO— Continued 



School district 



8S-p0rc«nt 
gtnrinttt 



Pupils X 
riUbIt 

Pupils rtductton 



Entitltmtnt EntUltmrnt 
county stjttwidt 
allocation lUocitiOD 



MONTGOMERY COUNTY 

Abington 

8ryn Athyn Boro 

Chttttnham Township 

Colonial 

Hctboro-Horsham 

Jtnkintown 

LowK Mtrion 

Lowtr Mortlind Township 

Meth«vtw> a 

ftorristown irti — 

North Penn . - - 

North Ptnn {Montgomtry County). . 

North Ptnn (Bucks County) 

p9fklotn9n Villty 

Pattsirovt 

Pottsfown - 

Soodtiton trta . 

Soudtrtoh irta (Montfomtry 

ifctV).- - 

^^■bn irta (Bucks County) — 

Sprifl^ffownship ■ 

SpriiJ'WJ irta 

Sprini Ford am (Montfomtry 
County)". , -. 

Sprlag Ford arta (Chtttar County). . 
Upper Dublin. . - 

Upptr Mtriao araa 

Upptr Moraland Township . 

Upptr Par kioman.: 

Upper Ptrktomtn (Montgomtry 
County) 

Upptr Ptrkiomtn (Btrks County). . 
Wissahickon 



Total ^ 

NORTHAMPTON COUNTY* 



Bangor arta 

Bethlehtm trea 

Btthlthem arta (Northampton 
County) 

Btthlthtm area (Lthigh County) 

Easton arta - 

Easton Area (Northampton County).. 

Easton Arta (Bucks County) 

Nazarith area 

Northampton arta . 

Pan Argyl 

Saucon Vallty 

Wilson area 



96,7S4 
1,802 
40. 579 
60. 415 
35. 279 
7, 722 
63,442 
5. 754 
54, 358 
226,819 
57, 23^ 
56,781 
454 
18,018 
21,501 
113,561 
27, 262 

26,808 
454 

25,892 
35,887 

31,040 
4,847 

38, 973 
34, 371 
22,258 
22, 707 

18, 927 
3, 780 
23,621 



29, 264 
258, 717 

201,977 
56, 740 
183, 171 
182, 037 
1, 134 
19, 380 
38, 083 
11,380 
18, 792 
21,859 



890 
10 
353 
439 
300 
33 
512 
52 
441 
1,299 
342 
341 
1 

203 
138 
530 
197 

197 

0 

206 
226 

222 
/ 4 
223 
255 
114 
275 

216 
59 
127 



188, 943 

2, 123 
74,940 
93, 198 
63,689 
■ 7,006 

108, 695 
11.039 
93, 622 

275. 772 
72.618 
72, 393 
225 
43.096 
29. 297 

112.517 
41.822 

41,822 

0 

43, 733 
47, 973 

47,130 
843 
47,342 
54,135 
^ 30,571- 
^ 58,544 

45, 856 
12.688 
26, 962 



7,195 



201 
1.832 

1.476 
356 
1,394 
1, 394 
0 

269 
411 
61 
173 
178. 



12, 793 
390, 361 

3U. 244 

76. 117 
296. 786 
296, 786 
0 

57. 271 
87, 503 
12.987 
36. 832 
37, 897 



188.943 

2,123 
74. 940 
93, 198 
63,689 
7,722 

108, 695 
11,039 
93,622 

275,772 
72,847 
73, 393 . 

454 
43.096 
29, 297 

113. 561 
42. 276 



1, 534, 084 



42.793 
390, 361 

314.244 

76,117 
297, 920 . 
296, 786 
1,134 
57,271 
87. 503 
12,987 
36, 832 
37. 897 



189. 554 
2.130 
75. 183 
93.499 
63, 895 

109; 047 
11.075 
93,925 

276.664 
72. 840 



43. 235 
29, 392 
112. 881 
41.957 



41,822 

454 

43.7.33 43.874 
51.977 4». ii4 

47.130 .- 

4,847 ..- 

47.342 47,495 
54.135 54.310 
30,571 30.669 
58. 544 58. 570 



45,856 

12.688 
26. 962 



27.049 



1, 532. 889 



42.809 
390. 183 



^96. 897 



57. 292 
87, 536 
12.992 
36. 846 

37. 911 



Total. 



4. 519 



963. 564 



962. 466 



iCGur.tv ai:cc-:;on-Jl,665,7ol. Amount par pupif, txdusivt of .85 ptrcent 8"a'an*"^AaA ^V, fO""*^ allocation - 
J21 3.0594' (b) by stattwidt aHocation~j2 12,9821 . Ptrctnt of maximum authorization (J596.25);/Ca) by county alloca- 
tiOf>-^35,y percent, (b) by stattwidt allocation~-35.7 ptrctnt. 4. ,. » on? 

» County allocation— m8,198. Amount par pupil, exclusive of 85 percent guarantte: (a) by county allocation— J2 13.8 
(b) by statewide allocation— $212.9821. Ptrctnt of maximum authorization (J596.25); (a) by county allocation -3b,9 
ptrcent, (b) by statewide allocation— 35,7 ptrctnt. ^ ^ ^ ^ » 11 » 

'County allocation— SI, 570,41 3. Amount per pupil, txclusivt of 85 ptrctnt guarahtet: (a) by county a ocation— 
$212.2957, (b) by stattwidt allocation— $212,9821. Ptrctnt of maximum authorization ($596.25); (a) by county allocation— 
35.6 percent, (b) by statawidt allocation— 35.7 ptrctnt. » ^ » n . 17170097 

* County anocation~$90l.277. Amount per pupil, txclusive'of 85 ptrcent f uaranttt : (a) by county allocation-J2i2.90^/ 
(b) by stattwidt allocation— $212.9821, Ptrctnt of maximum authorization ($596.2:^; <a) by county allocation -35. 7 
percent (b) by stattwidt allocation~3oJ percent v 

At Issue are the application requirements set out in Section 705(b) of the 
National Reading Improvement Program. These requirements restrict the types 
of activities that can be funded under the Part A Readftig Iiqprovement Projects 
program. As you know, the Department would prefer that none of these fourteen 
rcHiuirements be mandatory, although projects should continue to be rated against 
these criteria. Our feeling is that a good project application should not be 
rejected simply because it does not fulfill one of these many requirements- 

In particular, there may be many small, high-quality reading projects which 
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would find these* fourteen requirements too restrictive or not feasible, given tlie 
size of the grants involved. For instance, in flscal jear 1975, we fmided school- 
based projects with grants as small as $11,620, $11,653, and $17,700, when the 
average grant for the 28^chool-based projects was $45,881. Thus, if a school 
district where three schools, consisting of 500, 300, and 600 students, respectively, 
were to apply, it could easily take well over $100,000 to do all fourteen of the 
re(iuiremcnt8 In an effective matter. liequirements (1) and (8), diagnostic and 
achievement testing, might cost $10 per student, an item that alone would cost 
J?14,000 Som(*what similar sub-total figures could be prescribed to each of the 
other remaining requirements. Given the total fiscal year 1976 appropriation 
re<iuest for Title VII, it is impossible for the administering office to award 
grants at an average of ^100,000. 

Further, we believe that a project's fulfillment of these fourteen requirements 
dues not necessarily. .guarantee that it is a high-qualit^^eading project, 

Nevcrthelews, if: the Congress rej<*ft« otir proposal ^ntwJnpd tij H.R, 8304, we 
could accept, as mandatory, most of the requirement™n Section 705(b), as they 
are generally consistent with the dimensions of a s^d reading improvement 
project. Were this alternative approach to be taken, alK^f the requirements ex- 
cept numbers (4), (9), and (13) might be retained in their present form. 

Rcqurrement (4) mandates each project funded to include pre-service training 
and encourages in-service training for educational personnel. I'he requirement will 
be particularly burdensome for small projects. However, we agree tj|iat teacher 
training is an important part of every Reading Improvement Project and feel 
that in-service training should be expected In all projects. - 

Requirement (9) mandnton that test results on reading achievement in Rend- 
ing Improvement Projects be pubtished by grade level, and where appropriate, by 
school. While we agree In theory with the idea of publishing test results, we 
feel that the requirement will create problems as, a practical matter. As you 
know, this is an extremely sensitive matter, and in fact is the section of the law 
that^rew most criticism for State and local educational agencies. Because of 
thifl resiiltance, it will he most difBcult to implement 

' There is much intert^st in the educational community in the notion of publishing 
test results as a means of holding schools accountable. However, requiring Rend- 
ing Improvement Projects to publish scores, without requiring - other programs 
to do so will make this program t^ear the brunt of the entire controversy. Further- 
more, publication of the scores— which will inevitably be low because the proj- 
ects enroll poor readers — might reflect badly on the whole National Reading 
Improvement effort. , . 

Requirement (13) mandates . I appropriate Involvement of leaders' of the 
cultural and educational resources of the area to be served ; including institutions 
of higher education, nonproflt private schools, public and private nonprofit agen- 
cies such as libraries, museums, educational radio and television, and other 
cultural and education resources of the community'.'. This is a good idea«aQd 
would be a reasonable goal were it not for the size of many' of the grants invplved 
in the Right to Read effort. 

Dr. Mattheis. In the State of Pennsylvania, which was the first to 
-call this to our attention, I know that we had school districts tliat were 
in as many as five counties, where you have the census data by county 
And by census tract, and they do not match. So that part of a, census 
tract area is^in a iiumber of school districts, and people have to sit 
down and make a judgment as to where the population within that 
census tract lives, where the poor children within that tract are, and 
simply divide tXr^..i up. 

We rjeed a procedure to facilitate that, and this is what tl^is is really 
^yoingtado. 

Mr. Buchanan. On page 4 of your statement, do you happen to 
know the status of the legislation btjin^ prepared in the executive 
branch to conform dates within the various laws? 

Mr. Hastings. This is ^oiiig to be transmitted by the Office of 
Management and Bud^2:et, and will cover all agencies. It is being pre- 
pared now. We don't know when it is going to be transmitted, but 
presumably before it becomes necessary. 
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Mr, Buchanan. How supportive has the Appropriations Com- 
mittee hi*en in making siiniis available for the inanchited stuilie.s^ 

I)r, MA-rruEiH. I think that the trenenil stutt^ment wouhl Im tlir.t in 
some of the aiva.s we felt tliat some of tl>e amounts of money provided 
have not l)eon sufficient to d6 what the task outlines were set out to he. 

We are makini^ adaptations to th(Mn, including one to wliicli I 
referred this morning, where instead of doin^ a total and comprehen- 
sive study and survey, we are doinir a sampling study which we think 
is ade<juate and will fuUill the needs of the Con^russ. 

So we are adajHing to the Appn)priation8 ( 'ommit tee's actions. 

Mr. BrciiA.NAN. ifave the title I albcations been \j^iade for 1976? 

Dr, MA-rniKis. It is somethin;^ that has been imminent for sometime 
in the office, aiuJ we hope that it will l)e done next month at the latest. 
This is one of the problems of major siji^iihcance that we are i-eferrin<]^ 
to here. " . . 

We have been lackexl up in att^'inptin^ to ^et information, the 
AFDC data, fi-om major States. What we are su^^^j^estin^ is moving the 
recjueBt for data to a dift'erent time period, a July time period, which 
will tlien give us a number of months to get the data, to clean it up, to 
go back to the States and recjuest'it, where they have not given' it to us, 
et cetera, Then by JanuaiT we will get our forces mobilized, 

Tiie way it is now, witli the .bmuary date, we have to. struggle up 
into the May and June period befoi*e we ai*e able to use our few months 
to do the allocating process. It is a major probl?rr,. 

V W v think that the pr^esent situation ivally w^ipesout the benefits that 
all of us had in mind with regard to the forward funding. By moving 
to the *)\\\\ <late, we hope to nut it into place so that the school districts 
of the Nation will really be aole to take advantage of it, 

Mr. BrcuANA.v. One moi-e question — you indicated that you oppose 
mandating all renuiren'ients for 705(1)). Would you favoV niaking a 
cei-tain subset of thos(» 14 maridatory programs, and, if so, which ones? 

Dr. Mattiikis. I think that this is a possibility. T don't know the 
Fpe<'ific li.st that wp would go with, but there would be a subset among 
them tliat would be mandatory. However, not every project that is 
to he funde<l will hv. maiulatory, because it then take away a lot o^looal 
di.scussion and divei-sity, and we think that it is not good. 

We would come up with a list wdiich I am sure would have n subset 
that, J am sur^, there would be ho (]uestion as to that l)eing maiidntoi v, 
\mt wp (lo nr^ desire iu Imve all 14 of then) remnin imuidatorv. 

Mr. Br CHAN AN. Thank yon very imich, Mr. Chairman, 

Cliairman Pf,kkins. ^^r. Mottl. 
V Mr. Morn,. Xo (piestions at this time. 

lairmjm Pfrkfns. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Wiv will be sending a letter down to the Office of Kducntion request- 
ing nmi'e information. 

( ( 1ia\irmau's letter and Commissioner's response follow :] 

/ JcNE 6, 1975. 

>!on. t/rrfi, U, Rfm.. 

WoHhiimton. />.r. 

Dkar Mn. Com viiRHioNER : As yon know, Inst Tuesdny thp Sn!»coiiimittpe 
Elementary, Secntiilary. and Vocational Kdnoation rondnctf'd ini nversl^jht heir- 
injr nu tlif Kdnrntion Anieiidinents nf 1974. l.*iif»li(\ Lmv 1).'^ .'^SO. Dr. Hiihim' 
Mntfheis pr#*sente(l the testimony for the Aditiinistrntinn. inrindini? l)ntli te<'ii- 
uical and snhstnntive aineiulnients to the'l'nhllc Law. 
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The parpose of my letter today is to uHk your opinion on several iHHues which 
arose during that hearing and which the AdminlHtration's prepared teHtidiony 
did not address. First of all, I would like to jnention four issues which concern 
Tljle IV, llhrary and learning resources and educational innovation and support 
programs. Those issues are the following :^ il] the state allocation formula; 
(2) the percentage of funds set aside for state administration ; (3) the required 
**pass through" of funds in the library anU learning resounvH WH-tion, particu.- 
larly as it related to guidance counseling and testing; and (4) the maiirteuaiiee 
of effort requirement for state and local exi>en<litures. 

In addition to those issues I would also like t<» rajse three other issue's : (1) the 
general question of whether Federal maintenance of effort requirements in educa- 
tion laws are presenting a severe enough i>roblem today to relax them or to 
provide some type of case by case waiver procedure; (2) whether "section 2" 
school districts under impact aid ought to be guaranteed more than 60% of their * 
entitlements through the second tier of funding; and (3) whether the require- 
ment uuUt^i' the Adult Education Act that sUites must spehd 15% of their funds 
for special projects and teacher training is proving too restrictive. In connection 
with the last issues, I would be appreciative if you conld send me a chart showing, 
state by state the allocation of Adult Eklucutlou funds for fiscal years 1974 and 
1075 with the 15% set aside shown in the J^scal yeoj^ 1975 chart. 

I would like to receive from you your views on all seven of these issues and . ^ 
your recommendations for atuendme^ts to the law, if you have any. If you need -f^ 
any assistance in further understanding these issues I hope that you will feel • ^ 
free to contact me. • 
Sincerely, 

Cakl D. pEaKiNs, Chairman, 

Detartment of Health, Edvcation, and Welfare 

Office or^ Education. 
Washinglon, Z>.C., November 12, 1975, 
Hon. Caol D. Pebkins, , 
Vhairman, Committee on Educalion and Labor, House of He present atives. Wash- 
inffton, B.C. 

Dbab Ma. Chaibman : Thank you for yoiir letter of June 6 asking my opinion 
on several Issues concerning the Education Amendments of 1974, Public I^w ^ 
93-380. These issues arose during the oversight l^^RrtTig on that legislation held 
on June 3. 

My opinions on these issues are as follows : 

(1) The State allocatum /ormM/a.— Both ESEA Title III and ESEA Title V 
had floors built into their allocation formulas, $200,000 for ESEA Title III and 
roughly $200,000 for ESEA Title V. I nder Public Law 93-380, Title IV, Part C, 
the result of a change to an allocation based on the population age 5-17, with 
no State minimum, is a h^s for twenty-four States in Fiscal Year 1978 and 
twenty-six in Fiscal Year li)77 when compared to Fiscal Yeai* 1974 allocations. 
The' minimum loss in Fiscal Aear 1970 is $700 ; the maximum $128,802. In Fiscal 
Year 1977 the situation is more serious. The minimum loss is $17,577; the 

^'^maximuni is $577,740. HoweVer, since your communication to me tho Congress 
has enacted, effective S<»pteinl>er 10, l>nblic I^w the Fiscal Year 1070 

appropriations for the Education Hivlsion. As you are aware, this Act contains 
an appropriation of $11,833,852 for Fiscal Year 1977 to bold States li*rniiess at 
the Fiscal Year 1974 level under Title IV. There were no changes affecting 
Fiscal Year 1976. * ' / 

(2) The percentage of funds net aMde fo)r State adminislralion. — Parts B and 
C of Title IV allow a State to use five percent of its allocation or $225,000, which- 
ever is greater, for State administration. With respect to Part C tlt&re was some 
concern over the loss of funds for this purpose due to the new allocigion formula, 

^ and an Increase in the set-aside was, suggested l)y,8ome States. Agttln, this issue 
has been resolved by the aforententioned provision of Public I^w O'^O^. 

iSJ The required '*pasH through^' of funds in the library and Irammg resources 
secl^., ^irticularly as it relates to guidance, counseling and testing. — T!ie 
nmonnts for both administration and program are satisfactory in Paft B except 
for guidance, counseling, ajid testing. It has become apparent that unless addi- 
tional admliiistrative funds are made availaUe to State departments o^ education. 
State-wide leadership activities in counseling and guidance currently curled out 
under ESEA Title III must he curtailed. Therefore, we have proposed an amendA 
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in<'nt to Pnrt B aiithorizlnff for tht* purposes of State i>roKrnins rclatinj!: fo 
giiUlance and coiajsi'lUiK proKrarns, pr(>j4M ts. aiMHHa(h*rslilp actlvitl^H el!ht»r two 
jK*rrent of the amount a State receives iiiider I'iirt \\ of Title IV, or tlie airiount 
the State used iu Fiscal Year \\)7T> for Kuidatiee atid eoiinselinK. Tliis aiiienditient 
Is Het forth U\ a drnft bill transmitted to the (\>nKress on June H>75. 

(4 1 The mulntcrutncr of effort rrtfuiretftrjit for Stat( antt IfH'al expenditures 
and iCn The {jetirra! quextion of irhrther Fedi ral nifiintenunee of effftrt require- 
)ni/it.H tH ( iho ntntn Uurn nre preset\t\t\{f a aerrre enough )trohl( tn to(ift(f to r> ln r 
them. — In response to this quest l(»n 1 nnentlv a^^ked the Deputy Commissioners 
to review all anthorizIn« leKislatlori f(tr the pro^'rarns administered hy their 
Bureau. To date. I have n(»t heen informed of any slKnin<'ant prohlerns in this 
area. We will continue to t)e alert to potential prohlems raised I)y rnaintenan<'e of 
etTort re(|uirementH. especially with rejjard to tlie need for(l) possii)le regulatory 
(hanKe?< and (1>) development of [)ollcy with respect to posslt)le le^lslarive 
chanKes. The problem posrd ensent iai ly that of nn'oncllinK the fundamentally 
sound iKjlicy las Impleropntpd In tlie present i»-;;ifluuon i that State and local 
etlueatlon recipients sliould conti:::::^ to have primary tlnancia! reHi>onsil)illty for 
elementary und secondary education programs, witli the consejpienees of declinlnjj 
etjrollments and widespread acJverse ecorjomic coiulltlons which may cause some 
ref'iplents hardship In continninj; to finance wlucation programs to ijrior levels. 

(6; Whether ' Seetion 2" aehool district » under impaet aid ought tp he guaran- 
teed more than 60 pereent'nf their tit lenient )i through th^'. seeond tier of 
funding. — We continue to support the full funding of Section 2 which provides an 
e<piitahle distribution of funds to school districts that have lost substartfbil 
portl.Mio tof tlielr tax itases to the Federal (Joverrunent. You will recall that our 
lUlii Budget Request reipiired new authorizing legislation that included the 
payment oY Section 2 entitlement at 100 i>ercent f prior to the deduction of five 
percent of a s<'hool district's 1975 total current exi>ertdlture). 

, {7) \Vhrfhf>r the re.quin*ment under the Adult Educ<it(ion Aet that stolen that 
nnmt Hpimd 15 percent of their fundn for upeeial projeetn and teaeher training 
in proving too restrict tvf.'-^Aa a result of passage of Tuhllc Law,9;i-380, 1 J) States 
have less money available for oi)erating basic adult education i>rograms in Fiscal) 
Year 15)75 than In Fiscal Year 1974. As yon refjuested. the enclosed table si)e<'ifte8 
these States and tne amounts. The prin<'ipal cause of thi.s shortage of operating 
f\indK. liowever, Is not the l.l percent rwpiirement i)ut rather thp «o percent h(dd 
nameless provision of Section 313 of the Art. This provision, effective for the first 
time in Fiscal Year 1975. replact'd a 100 percent hold harmless effe<'tlve in Fiscal 
Year 1971 thraugh Fiscal Year 1974. 

In our Judgment the current Section 309 authority and requirement should 
not be /-educed or eliminated. In order to ir^Tease State and local capability in 
ed\icating adults, a 15 pera^nt special projects and teacner training authority 
Is needeci. 

If I can be of further assistance, please let me knofw. 
Sincerely, 

T. H. BET.U 
17,8. CommiMsioner of Education, 

Enclosure. 

ADULT EDUCATION STATE GRANf ALLOTMENTS 



Undtr txistins Itgislation 



Stat* or tarritory 



Fiscal year 
1974 
Statt gr^nt 
allotmtnt 

0) 



I ttftal 



Fiscal yfar 
1975 t/tal 
allotment 

(2) 



15 percent 
restrvtd 

for 5 309 
pro] tots 

(3) 



85 ptrctnt 
rtmaindtf 
avatlabia 
for Statt 
programs 

(4) 



Chang* 

in 5 ^06 
availability, 
fiscal ytar 
1974 to 1975 
(col. 4 minus 
col, 1) 

(5) 



Total $53,286,000 

Alabama : 1,353,404 

Alaska.... , 177,747 

Arizona 449, M6 

Arkans4)s 785,866 

CaiifoiMia 3.415,416 

Colorado 479, 804 

Connecticut 704, 766 



$67,500,000 $10,125,000 $57,375,000 +$4,089,000 



1,344,029 
190. 545 
518, 744- 
827.612 

4,517, 430 
601.541 
951.493 



201,604 
28. 582 
77,812 

124. 142 

677,615 
90, 231 

142, 724 



1, 142,425 
161,963 
440. 932 
703, 470 

3.839.815 
511.310 
808, 769 



-210,979 
-15.784 
-8,614 
-82, 397 

+^24, 399 
+ 31.506 

+ 104, 003 



er|c 
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ADULT tDUCATJON STATE GRANT ALLOTMENTS 



Statt or territory 



Fiscal year 
1974 
Statt grant 
allotmtnt 

0) 



Ftscai year 
1975 total 
allotment 

(2) 



Under txistinB ttcislatton 



15 ptrctnt 
restivtd 

for I 309 
projects 

(3) 



85 ptrctnt 
rtmamdtr 
availabit 

for SUte 
programs 

(*) 



Chinu 
m UCK 
availability, 
fiscal year 
1974 to 1975 
(col. 4 minus 
col. 1) 

' (5) 



Dtiawart 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho.., 

Itiinois 

Indiana . 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Ktntucky 

Louisiana ... — 

Maint 

Maryland 

Massechusttts.. 

Michifan . 

MinntsOta 

Mississippi 

Missouri.. 

Montana 

Ntbraska . . 

Nevada. 

New Hampshirt .;. 

Ntw Jtrsty 

New Mtiico 

Ntw York 

North Carolina 

North DakoU. 
Ohio. 



Oklahoma 

OrtBon 

Ptnnsylvania.. 
Rhodt Island... 
South Carolina.. 
South Dakota... 
Tennessee . . 

Texas 

Utah.. 



Vermont 

Virilnia.- 5 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

District of Columbia, 

Guam 

Puerto Rico 

Virgin Islanrts 

American Samoa . . 
Trust Territory 



239, 449 
1.561.101 
1.713,940 
272,771 
260, 259 
2.342,597 
1, 154, 189 
646, 525 
528,113 
1, 148, 538 
1,599, 212 
328. 729 
908, 974 
1, 146. 761 
1, 849, 308 
793, 887 
1, 054, 146 
1.139. 299 
257,088 
392, 945 
211,517 
268, 997 

1, 588, 290 
344, 103 

3, 851. 674 
1,898.912 
257, 945 

2, 216, 061 
665, 854 
502, 645 

2, 634. 898 
348. 369 

1, 190, 918 
264, 081 

1, 403, 582 

3, 205, 110 
282, 545 
215, 763 

1,436,435 
684, 134 
613. 710 
954,079 
190, 514 
285, 764 
74, 601 
820, 604 
42,629 
4?. 629 
85, 257 



274, 483 
1, 786, 037 
1, 570. 391 
312,647 
320,090 
3, 5?9, 037 
1. 626, 206 
951,736 
763, 952 
i, 325, 422 
1, 439, 291 
,447, 145 
1. 159, 714 
1. 706, 542 
2,625,728 
1,153,991 
948,731 
I 674,712 
425. 781 
542,844 
212,470 
330, 025 
2.209,212 
402, 261 
5, 925, 791 
1, 780, 990 
334,999 
3, 248, 160 
910, 306 
650, 442 
4,105, 003 
451, 990 
1, 071, 826 
344, 287 
1,491,557 
3, 281, 437 
338. 150 
257,409 
1, 489, 781 
916. 988 
835, 680 
1, 381, 265 
222, 750 
374, 932 
139, 762 
1. 037. 200 
79, 863 
79, 863 
159, 727 



41, 172 
267, 906 
235, 559 

46. 897 

48,013 
529, 356 
253, 931 
142, 760 
114,593 
198,813 
215.894 

67, 072 
173,957 
255, 981 
393. 859 
173, 099 
142, 310 
2SL207 

4M67 

81,427 
* 31 870 

49, 504 
331, 382 

60. 339 
888, 869 
267, 148 

50, 250 
487. 224 

136, 546 
97. 566 

615, 750 
67, 799 

160, 774 
51.643 

223.734 

492,216 
50. 722 
38.611 

223, 467 

137, 548 
125, 352 
207. 190 

33.412 
56, 240 
20, 964 
155. 580 
11.979 
11.979 

23, 9:;s 



233, 311 
1,518.131 

1, 334, 832 
265. 750 
272,077 

2, 999, 681 
1,382,275 
808. 976 
649. 359 
1,126.609 
1. 223, 397 
380. 073 
985, 757 
1,450. 561 

2. 23^.169 
9$0. 892 
806. 421 

1.423, 505 
in, 914 
461.417 
180. 600 
280. 521 

1, 877. 830 
341. 922 

5. 036. 922 
1.513. 842 
284r749 

2, 760, 936 
773. 760 
552. 876 

3. 489. 253 
384. 191 
911,052 
292,644 

1. 267. 823 

2, 789. 221 
287, 428 
218. 798 

1.266, 314 
779. 440 
710. 328 ' 
1. 174. 075 
189, 338 
318. 692 
118. 798 
881, 620 
67. 884 
67. 884 

768 



-6. 138 
-42.970 
-379. 108 
-7.021 
+ 11.818 
+657. 084 
+228. 086 
+ 162.451 
+121.246 
-21.929 
•f-375. 815 
+51. 344 
+76. 783 
+303. 800 
+382.561 
+187.005 
-247.725 
+284. 206 
+19,826 
+68. 472 
-30.917 
+11.524 
^ +289, 540 
-2,181 
+ 1. 185. 248 
-385. 070 
+26. 804 
+544. 875 
+107. 906 
+50. 231 

+35. 822 
-279. 866 
+28. 563 
-135. 759 
-415, 889 
+4, 883 
+3, 035 
-170,121 
+95, 306 
+99.617 
+ 219, 996 
-1.175 
+32.928 
+44. 196 
+61.016 
+25. 258 
+25. 255 
+50,511 



Chairinan Pkrkins. Next wo have a panel coiasistinp of Mr W. K, 
Mellown, coordinator of Federal pro^naiiis, Montgomery, Ala.; I)r. 
Ewald Xyquist, commissioner of education for New York; Commis- 
sioner Kalph I).-Turlin0:on, Florida Department of Kdncaticm ; Mn 
James F. v.osta, Federal Liaison jAid Program Administration, Nc- 
VJida Department of KducatiT>ii; and Mr. William Daley, Federal 
Liaison Officer, State of Washington. 

Now, if all yon gentlemen, will come around. We have several 
members here at this point, Mr. Buchanan, would you like to intro- 
duce one of the panel ists^ 

*Mr. BuriLANAX. It is my pleasure to present to the committee Mr. 
W. E. Meliown, who is coorclinator for Federal programs in the State 

59-352—75 3 
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Depai-tmeiit of Kdiiratioii and coiiios from Montgomery. Ala. Ho has 
a bi^ job at tlHs point, and one that i.s important to nil the people. ^ 

^11'. Mklixjw.v. Tiiaidv you voiy much. Mr. Ciiainuan, and Mr. 
Buchanan. 

Chairman I^khkins. !Mayi)e tiie ^rcntlcman from Florichi, ^Ir. Leli- 
num, would like to say u few words at this time. 

Mr. Lkhman. Thank you, Mr. Chairnuiii. I am very pleased to in- 
troduce Conunissioncr l^uph Tnrlin^fton from Florida. 

Chairman Pkrkins. Cunilnissioner Turlin^on, if you would intro- 
liuce your two aidtn^^ 

Mr. Tl'Ri.iNcn-oN. I would like to introduce Dr. Marshall Frinks, spe-- 
cial program director, and then Mr. Allen li. Lewis, who heads our 
title I piogram for tlie State Department of Kvlucation in Florida. 

STATEMENT BY W. E. MELLOWN, JR., COORDINATOR FOR FEl^RAL 
PROGRAMS, MONTGOMERY, ALA. 

Mr. Melix)WN. We are pleased to liave Mr. Buchanan as part of 
this committee, and we look forwaid to working with you. We are 
nlea-sed to have this kind of representation, and we are, indeed, proud 
of hirii. 

Wo appreciate having the opportunity to appear before you to pre- 
sent some of the concerns that we have with regard to the implementa- 
tion of Public Law 9;3^380. 

Wb will work with the staff in implementing and carrying out the 
provisions of the new law. We have prepared testimony which we hope 
will point out some of the .problems that we are having. 

I would hasten to point out, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee, that the problems which we are calling attention to today 
ai-e not necessarily problems that are unique to the State departments of 
education. 

ci:r particular testimony, in aii cases except one, the problems 
which we are calling to your attention are problems that relate di- 
rectly to the LEA's, the problems that they are having in implementing 
the act. 

These problems are not problems that we feel are unsiuniountable. 
We think that with the help of this conunittee, they are problems that 
can be solved and can be handled. We would seek your help in tiuch an ' 
endeavor. 

You have copies of our prepared testimony. 

Chairman Perkins. Without objection, the preparQd.statement will 
be inserted in the hearing record. 

[Prepared statement of W. E. Afellown, Jr., follows : J 

Prepared Statement ok E. Mellow^. .Jk.. (^)OR^|^•AToR for 
Federal rnooRAMH, Montoomeuy, Ala. 

State Education Agencies are experiencing difficulties in iiiipl**mentlng pro- 
grams amended or created by Pubtic Law 93-380. These problem, areas Include: 

1. E8EA, TITLE IV 

A. Developing and utilizing a simple appHontion for an entitlement program 
and a discretionary program. 

B. Twenty-nine states will experience a cut In adminlstrafclve funds In ESEA» 
Title IV while having an expanded administrative function. 
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C. The proposed rules appear to require tliut State admlnlHtratlve funds for 
Part B and Part C be accountetl for sepiirately. 

U. The proposed rules require that funtiij provided to LKA h on the imsin of 
special con.siderailon must be expemled in specific kcIiooIh regardieHs of relalh'e 
needs in the variotis sciiools. ' 

K. Proixised rules api>ear to n^iulre that the State A<lvisorv (^»•Incil actuallv 
re<M»iiiijuMMl proj»M ts for fuiulin^. 

K. Office of Kdu<'alion officials inn'c lndical«Ml that fumls mu.st ho expeiMicd f<ir 
each of the purposes under Part C re'^'ardlcss (»f stut^. muj i<Mal needs. 

(J. The use of the term "suUstiintiai funds" in reUition to aH<tcaling Part B 
funds to LEAs needs clarification. 

II. State and local education a^cencies need .some fiexihllUy In regard to luaiu- 
jta In In^j effort. 

I. State and h)eal education agencies .shotiUl lie allowed to use Part B fuucls to 
continue oi)eratInjGr .statewide testing pro^rairis. 

J. iMie to a change In the niethod of allocHtuig fnnd^. nianv states are loslnj; 
considerable amounts ti( LKA fluids under Part i\ 



KHKA, TITI.K I 



A. Teacher train in{/ — Hvctifm iI6,U 
in) Which^teiichers may I>e Included? 

(b) To what extent Is such training alhi\ve<lV 

B. ('nmp.i, abiliiy — Her lion J i 6a. 20 

(a) UeJete paragruiiL ib><7) if I.KA wjll ultimately i^e required to satisfy 
parugraph <e> ()> or (2) of this section ; 

(h) Delete paragraph [H). This rpi|uires udditlonal lumecessary record keen- 
ing by I.KA : * 

(c) Paragraph 0 > places greater restrictions on grouping fnr LlOA's • 

•(d> Paragraph (j){3» should he tleieted as it tends to create additional re- 
^ quirempnts for handicapiuMl (exceptional cducatiim) and lii^lted English speak- 
ing cnWdren; 

(e) Paragraph (m) (1) should i.e changed to read . . pucu I'ull time instruc- 
tional staff , *. ^ 

C. ruhlic //air 89-313 programs for childrrn in ntntv InstitutiOftM—jtrrtion Ul(ri 
(a) In.stitutions should have authority to allocate fund.s according to need, 

:i. 81MPI.1F1KD HTATK AHPT.K ATION 

A. Anniial Program Plan.requlres state and local education ngenciein t() dt^scribc 
certain activities rather than simply give assuram es that <ertain a/tivities w(nd<r 
be conducted, 

4. AnrLT BASIC KhUCATIO.X 

Section 30» mandates 15% be used for .special proj^^-tH. >\>, reccuiniend thaf 
this be changed to read -from r>7f up to iSc; ." 

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Coininittee. I am Hilly Mellow^n. Assistant Di- 
rector. • Oivlsicm of Administrath.n and Finance, Alal)amn State Department of 
Education in Charge of Federal Programs, I am dcch)iMllv hrmond ih- «iTiirde<r 
this opportunity to testify in behalf of Dr, LcKoy Braiyn/Alabanm State Snncriu 
.Tpmmi'' T ^"^^^u'^^iw?. problems we are encounteMng in the Implementati<.i. 

of iihllc I^w ».^^380. Other members of this panel include Dr Ewald B Xvouist 
L i ^ /"i'' ^^^"^^^^ Ralph I). Turlingt<ui. (^hief State 

School Officer of Florida: Mr. .James (V.ata. Federai\ Liaison ami Program \d- 
ministrat<>r, Nevada Deimrfment of Kdm^atlon: Dr. Marshall Krlnks Asv:<,< h,f 
for Ilannlng and Coordination, Florida Department of Educati(m : and Mr \I 
^acKlnnon. A.ssl.^tant to the (N^mmissioner, Xe^v York Department of Education 
The problem.s which we .shall attempt to present today fall into three categories ' 
(1) ^he Proposed Rules published In the Frd<>ral RrvUter on March 11 an<l on- 
March 2. Ift75 ; VZ) interpretations of the Law by the Office of Educaticm : .an.r 
(3) problems Involving the Law it.self. 

Oirr efforts uill be directed toward the identification of specific problems thaf 
exist and to .suggest alternative ways to correct fhe problems. We hope* this will 
strengthen the purposes this distlnguisheti committee intended when it (feveloned 
rniif legimation. ^ 
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We do not preBun... to speuk for ..11 tbvstatus, r.ithur, wp are pre«.-ntlnK the 
beliefs uml concerns we huv lM(livlduallyX,is our fe.-llng that, umny If ""t 
of the concerns expressed here ure shared oy all «tateH. Our i...r,.ose « ty ms «t 
In the Implementation o( the Act and to ask iur yonr assistance In the Uitprprela- 
llon of cerUUn Propose.l Itul.'s whl.h we shall call '">''"'•"'',*'''[ ''"• , ,.,,„.„ 

We do not feel we are In an adversary position with the 1 S. Office of hAmn- 
tlon; rather, we fe.-l thai yon, th.- n.-nihers r-f this .•oninilltee have wisely pla<'l^ 
us In u position where we are partners in In.pl.Mn.-ntinK and op.ratmK a Krra 
Federal proKram for edn^tlon. Through the Ua.lershlp of this con.n, ttee and 
the U.H. Office of Education. State Departn.ents of i;<l.l, »ti,.n throuKhont th s 
great Nation tave been Htren«tl.. ned an<l hav'e assun.e<l a vital leaiiership role in 

'^"^e ct:n^r;sr:nTt.f of Kdnva.lon are ur«ed to continue to enhan.-e 

the educational opportunities of the hoys ..ml Kirls of our Kreat *'''>'"';y 'y 

volving more state edu.ational aRendes and re local educafonal tK'" 

the process in developing leKlHUition. We f.>.-l with this Involvement ^ve ca j o^^^^^ 
hands with the CoiiKress and the Office of Education in providi.iK J'vcn great, r 
educational opportunities for nil our children. ,,,,,, „f v-v;k V 

There are a number of prohlems stales have with the admlnistrati f KSKA. 

TIUp IV tcreated bv Title IV of rublic I.a w .S.S(». ) 

1 SeVir^ma) 17) VubWc Law 93 380 re^mires local educ ntKumi nK.ncU-H 
to mibmit only ..ne application for Tnrt H and Tnrt C of 'Htle IV. Iho ProhU^m 
exlHts becnu^ie Part H Is an entltleimMit proKram where funds are alhuated to 
each LKA and Part C is a dlHcretlonary proKrain for which LKA s may may 
not apply. liiHtoricaily. the application review and "PProva 

dlfTCTPnt tyiK^s of proKrams has U^n entirely different in Alnhaina. This man- 
date for a HinKle application actually rompiicates the application procen^ rather 
than ailowini; tlexihliity. 

Section 403(a) (7) of Public Law J)3-3H0. , , . 

•M7) provides that local educational aKcncieM appiyinR for funds under any 
program under this title sbail be required to submit only one application for 
such funds for any one fiscal year; * i , _ t 

The requirement for a single LKA application should be removed from the Law 
and State educational agencies be required to reduce the paper worl^ from lo<«l 
educational agencies to the minimum. . ^ , , a m^^aai^o^ 

2 The formula for determining administrative funds under Sec ion 4m a) 
(8)*( A) of the Law leaves 21> states receiving less adndnistrati ve funds than the> 
received in FY mS under the combined categorical programs. The loss of admin- 
istrative funds means that many state departments of e<HicatIon will have to 
terminate perscmnel and will, therefore, be hard pressed to adm nister the pro^ 
grams In the wa^mgress Intended. The table In Appendix I. Column 8 reflects 
that '^J) states ff?eh)Rlng funds as a result of the reduction of the administrative 
m(mev. We would like to rec(mimend that the committee increa.se funds for ad- 
nUnistration to seven and one-half percent iiV^^^). Title IV requires the states 
to maintain an advisory .-onnril. provide technical assistance to local educational 
ncen«ies and insure the .particiimti(m of non-public school children: these are 
new or expanded a.-tlvltles indicating that states will need additional money for 
administration, when in fact, less numey will be available. 

Section 4aS(a) (S) (A) of Public Law 93-380. 

(8) I^.y'^^^^ ^^^^^ funds the State receives under section 401 for the 

ffrst fiscal vear for which such funds nrc iivullable. such agency will u^*e 
for administration of the Stat" ph.n not to ex< cod whichever is greater 
I i ) n ner centum of the amount ho r*veive<l ($50,000 In the case of Guam, 
American Samoa, thev Virgin Islands, and the 1 rust Territory of the 
Facirtc Islands), excluding any part of su-!i amount used for purposes 
of section 431(a)(3), or (11) the amount It received for the fiscal year 
ending June 30 1073, for adndnistratlon of the programs referred to In 
sections 421(b) and 431(b), and that the remainder of such funds shall 
be made available to local educatbmal agencies to be used f(»r the pur- 
poses of parts B and (\ respectively; and that, of the funds the State 
receives under section 401 for fiscal years thereafter. It will use for 
administration of the State plaa not to exceed whichever Is greater (I) 
5 per centum of the amount so received ($50,000 In the case of Guam, 
American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of the 
Pacific Islands), excluding any part of such amount used for purposes 
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Of sectfon 431(10 t8),-or, (II) $226,000. and that the remainder of such 
funds shall be made available to lo(^1 educational ageiide« to be used 
for'purposes of parts B tuid C, respectively, ^ . , . h« 

3 Section 134a.8 of the Propos^HJlules Indicate that the adm nlstrau /e funds 
win be available for the admlnlHtratlon of the annual program plan I ^^f^^^^^iy^^ 
this would be for both Part B and Part C and. therefore would not rtHjulre 
separate accounting I'art B and I'art C adtnlnist native funds However, the 
••comment" In the I'roi)o»(M Rules contains an example of how to compute the 
amount of funds available to be used for administrative purposes. A statement 
fn ^he comments r|>ads. •'Thus. In the example, administrative expenses cannot 
exctHJd $50,000 for administration of Part B and $42,500 for adm nlstratlon of 
Part C This leads us to think the Office bf Education Is planning for State 
educational agencies to maintain separate accounting for Part B and Fart O. 
C^rtalaU this wlU not be realistic In that: (a) funds for the State Advisory 
Council would have to be prorated among tire two parts on the basis of docu- 
mented time rf|»ei»t on each part and (b) State educational agency staff time and 
other related expenses would have to be prorated on some basis. We urge you 
to take the appropriate action to cause the Office ol Education to allow States 
to maintain one account for the administration of the total Title IV program. 

Section 134.13— Use of Funijs- 

I 134.13 I'SE^OF FVNUB. 

The annual program sluiU pro\ide that : „ . # *k« A,.f "f^r fho 

(a) <!) "of the funds the State receives under Section 401'* of the Act for the 
first nscal year for which such funds are avnUable.' the State educational 
"neencj will use for admlidstratlon of the" annual program 'I>1«" "^'^'^.^^^^ 
whichever Ih greater : (I) 5 per centum of the amount "1^^ 
case of Guam. American .Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust Territory of 
thf PiiclflcT^l^ excluding any part of such amount used for Purposes of 

section 4:n(a) (3)" of the Act "or (II) the amount It received for he fiscal year 
ending June 30 1973. for admlhlstfatlon of the pro— referred to n section 
MO and 431(b) of tL Act "and the remainder of such funds shall be made 
available to local educatl^aLagencles to be used for the purposes of parts B and 
C. respectively'* of Title I\M?f the Act. and, ^ 

(*>) ••of the funds the State rec^eives under s*H?tlon 401" of the Act for nscnl 
vears thereafter. It will use for administration of the" annual program plan 
not to exceed whichever Is greater : (i) 5 per centum of the amount received 
($5 000 In the case of Ouam. American Samoa, the Virgin Islands, and the Trust 
Territorv of the Pacific iHlands). excluding any part of such amount used fof 
punH)ses^f se<'tlon 431 (n ) (3)" of the Act "or (II) $225,000." and ''the remainder 
of such funds shall he made available to local educational agencies to be used for 
Durnoses of parts B and" C. respectively" of Title IV of the Act; 

"•ybf not less than 15 per centum 6f the amount received pursuant to section 
401(b)** of the Act 'in any fi.scal year (not Including any amount used for pur- 
Doses of section 431(a) (3)** of the Act) •'shall he used for sj^eclal prngraras or 
projects f^r the education of children with spej^'lfic learning disabilities and 
handlcanned children, and** . , w 

••(c) not more than the greater of (1) 15 per centum of the amount which such 
State receives pursuant to section 401 (h)/* of the Act "in any fiscal year, or (2) 
the amount available by appropriation to such State In the fiscal year ending 
Tune 30 1073. for purposes covered by section 431(a) (3)" of the Act shall be 
VZ\ for purposes of se<'tlon 431(a) (3r* of the Act ".(relating to strengthening 
State and local educational iSg^ucles) .** 

(20 r.S.C. 1803(a) (8):> * * . 

Comment. The following example shows how the Set-asldes referred to In the 
above section should be calculated : ^ , it * *. 

Assume that a State has an allotment of $1 million for Part B and an aUotment 

''^TL"'i"*-a"^^^^^^^ 431(a) (3) purpo.ses should be calculated first slnc^ 

this amount 1« deducied from the base figure for calculating the set-astde.^ for 
adminlsttP^^on and for the education of children with specific learning disa- 
bilities and handicapped children. Tlie State may use for the P";;^^^ f^f ^ff^: 
enlng Stare and local educatlpnal agencies an amount not to ex^^^d the Plater 
of' (1) 15 percent of the Staters Part C allotment or (2) the amount available 
to that State for section 431 (a) (3) purpo.«es In fiscal year 1973. Assuming that 
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Mlie If) percent fif^ire in the larger and aasuming the full 15 jiercent in used for 
thlH purpoHe, the Het auide would \)e $150,000 in this example. 

The next set-aside to he calculated Is the 5 i^erceiit maximum for administra- 
tion. In the present example, this would he 5 percent of the $1 million for Part 
B piiis 5 percent of the remaining $860,000 for i^art C. (It should he noted that 
the statute provides that in the first year of consolidation ii 5nate can usf» up 
to the aiiuiuiit aval la hie tV> that Htatt' in tiscnl yoar 107:i fj>r jidminlstratlon 
the categorical programs if this amount is greater than the 5 percent figure. In 
KUhsequent years the State chn use for administrati(m up to the 5 percent figure 
referred to ahov<j 1)r ?ir25,000. whichever is greater. For the puriMises of tlii.s 
example, the 5 percent figure is used to calculate the amount available for State 
administration.) Thus, in the example, administrative expenses cannot exceed 
$5a000 for administration of I'art B and ^,500 for administration of ^art C. 

The latrt set-aside to he calculated hi 15 iiercent (as a minimum) of the Purt 
V allotment (after the set-aside for strengthening* State and local educational 
agencies Is taken out) for special programs or projects for the education 6f chil- 
dren with specific learning disahiiities and handicapped children. In this exam- 
ple, the 15 percent set-aside would he calculated against $850,000 and would 
4M}ual $127,500. 

In the example, therefore, of the $1 million allotted for Purt B. $5u.()00 is 
availahle for administration and the remaining .^HftO.OO'J is availahle for program 
puriM>''<*«- 

Of the $1 million allotted for Part C, assuming $150,000 is set aside for 
strengthening State and lo<*«l educatiomil agencies and assuming $42,500 is K*-t 
nslde foi^ adminUtration of the annual program plan for Title XV. $807,500 ($1 
million — $15u.<iOU-f $42,500) ) is availahle for program purposes^ and of that 
amount at least $127,500 is for programs for the handicapped. 

4. Section 134a,S of the Proposed Rules mandate Title IV, Part B fundff be 
Allocated on the basis of spechil considerations (Sectifm 403(a ) (4) ( A) ( i ) and 
<ii) of the Act) shall be used in schooLs attended by such children. 

Section 134a.3 — Distribution of resources. 

J 1.348.3 DlBTBIBUnON OF ReSOUBCES. 

(a) Local educational agencies receiving funds under 5 134.14(a) (1) (ii) (for 
'"children whose education imposes a higher than average cost per child, such 
as children from low-income families, children living in sparsely populated 
areas, and children from families in which English is not the dominant lan- 
guage") shall use such funds (taking into account the requirements of section 
408 of the- A^Ojto provide services, materials, and equipment under Part B oil 
Title IV of tiie Act (1) in schools attended by such children (subject to 
5 134.90(b) ) and (2) for the benefit of such children. 

(5 20 U.S.C. 1803(a) (4) (ii)) 

Thl» is not required by the Act and would be a new requirement in that ESEA. 
Title II and NDEA, Title III have always iirovided that funds he available on 
the basis of need to all children in a given LEA. We strongly jirged this cun)- 
niittee to encourage the Office of Education to allow the utilization of funds 
In .Kcjiools that have the grentest nee<l for these funds without, mandating that 
they he sj^cnt in specific schools which may already he receiving adequate funds 
for the programs included in Part B of Title XV. 

5. A comment in Section L34.53 of the Proposed Rules seems to indicate that 
ESEA. Title IV Advisory Councils advise the State educational agencies on the 
approval of each project application. 

Section i;il.53 — Advisory Function.?. 

5 134.53 Advisory Functions. 

The State advisory council shall "advise the State educational agency on the 
preparation of. and policy matters arising in the administration of. the" annual 
program '^plan, including the development of criteria for the distribution of 
funds and the approval of applications for assis^ce under'* Title XV of the Act. 
(20 U.S.C. 1803(b) (1) (B)) ^ 

Comment, This section repeats the* statutory language #f section 403(b) (1) 
<B) of the Act- The State advisory council is required to advise o&each of the 
matters set forth in that section : preparation of the annual program plan and 
policy matters arising in the administration of the annual program plan. The 
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rouncil Shalt advise regardinK the development rff wteria for the distribution of . 
funds and shall advise regiinling the approvot TJf ayiJlications under Tltlo IV 
of the Act , * 

The law seemg clear it is the inter^t of ,<*onjfrcs<R that Advisory Council sini- 
pl]^ advise on the eNtablishment of criteria for the approval of applications. State 
educational agencies need this flexll)illty in order to facilitate the project 
approval process. 

Q. There is much confusion aiiHniK the state and local fMlucnMonai asenclcs and 
in the Office of Education rejcarding the use of the term 'substantial funds" 
in Section 403(a)(4)(A) of the Act, This tenu needs to he clarified by the 
committee, ' ^ 

Section 403(a) (4) (A) of Puhltt^fe*^ 1)8-380, 

*'(4) prov4des assurances that {Jk.) funds such agency receiver frtim appro- 
priations made under section 401(a)' will be'dlstributed among local educational 
agencies according to the enrollments in public and nonpuhllc schools within the 
M^ool districts of nuch agencies, except thut suhstantial funds will he provided 
A (i) local educational agencies whose tax effort for education is substantially T 
greater than the State average tax effort for education, but whose jwr pupil J 
expendi^ture (excluding payments made under title I of this Act) Is no greater 
than the average per pupil exi^enditure in the State, and (11) local educational 
agencies which have the greatest numbers or percentages of children who8e edu- . 
cation imposes. a higher than average irost per child, such as children from low- 
income famines; children living in sparsely populated areas, and children from 
families in which f;nglish is not the dominant language ; and (B) fundx such 
agency receives from appropriations made under section 401(h) will he dlstHh- 
uted among'local educational ag(^ncies on, an etiuitahle basis recognizing the com- 
petitive nature of Cbe gran tma king except that the State educational agency 
Hhall provide assistanee In formulating proi>osals and In operating programs to 
locpl educational agencies which are less able to compete due to small size or lacit , 
of local financial resolirct^s; and the State plan shall set forth the specific criteria 
the State educational agency has developed and will apply to meet the requlre- 
menta of this paragraph ; 

7. The maintenalice of effort requirement under Title IV of P\ihlic Law 93-380 
is not realistic In that it do;e8 not allow states and locals any fiexlblllty. We urge 
the committee to adopt the language included In tiSEA. Title I regulations which . 

\all(>ws local educational agencies a degree of flexibility In maintaining state and 
local effort. We^ecommend this concept he Incltt in the Oiierul Education 
|*rovisions Act ^.d apply equally to all program*. All of us supiwrt the concept 
A^at state and local educational agencies should not reduce state and local funds 

^s a. result of receiving federal funds. 

8. ^Iany states operated state-wide Guidance, Connseling. and Testing pro- 
grams^Yrom these funds. These programs were, lu fact, instituted and operated 
to assist A 's. The Law eliminates the continued use of funds for this purpose. 
We urge^is committee to talfe appropriate actions to allow state and local edu- 
cational a^ncies to use up to the amount of funds expended in FV 1074 for the 
state-wide services. 

9. The fcrrn^ln for distribution of Title IV funds causes a number of states 
to have n sizeatile reduction in the amount of money that may be allocated to 
local educational agencies under I'art C. "We urge the committee to encourage the 
Appropriations Co't^imittee to awfoprlate approximately $4 million In FY 197ft 
and approximated ^11.6 million^ FY 1977 to hold each state harmless at I "ir 
FY 1074 level of funding. While Alalia ma t.s not included in this reduction, we 
have always tne<l to fake tl e position of fjupportlng any formula which treats 
all states fairly and eqiHtahl> We do t:ot feel a formula that takes funds away 
from local educational it^gencies and leaves states with little or no funds In 
vertaln areas is fair and erjvUitable. We are committed to working with the other 
states, the memhers of thif)v committee and your respe<*tive staff to develop n 
formula that may be employed in the distribution of all federal funds which 
would be fair and equitable to i^ll cljildren throughout our fifty states. 

TEACHEE TRAIJaNQ 

Title t of Public Law 93-^80 provides that teacher training is, -in fact, a 
legitimate Title I activity. O. E. reflations make a similar provision. States 
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and looals need further clariticatlon and interpretation Vi^garding whidi teaoh- 
ere may, in -fact, be training and to what extent such training is allowable using- 
Title I funds. *^ 
Section 116.42— Training. 

1 116.42 Tbainixo. . . ^ 

(a) Inservice training for Title I personnel. Payment of Title I fundS niay be 
^ authorized ^or inservit*e training of staff inenibers, parent couiieil nuMiilier«Vaiid 

WluntetTs who are engaged to iKM'forin spt'Cilic scrviet's related to approved Titlt» 
I programs or projects. Such training nnist be directly related to the services in 
which Mich i)ersons will be engaged under TitU^ l-of tht*,Act and to their needj^s 
for the development of competencies required if the program or i)roject is to be 
effective. , 

(b) t>upplementary training for specialists and classroom teachers. The serv- 
ice's provided under Title I of the Act may include «ui)i>Iementary training for 
teachers who will be serving as Ki)eciaIiHts dealing solely with educationally de- 
prived children to be served by the Title I project or as regular classroom teach- 
ers of such children in public or private schools. All such training shall be tailored 
to enable the teachers to meet the special educational needs of the educatlonaHy 
deprived children to be served and may be provided oil a preservice or on in- 
service basis. 

. (20 r.S.C. 241e(a) (1), (12), and (14). 1231d ; House Report 03-805. p. 17 
\ (1974), ^<;*>nate Report 08-1026, p. 144 (1974? ) 

\ ' ^ COMPABABILITT 

'iteducators today believe in and support the concept of coniimrahility of serv- 
ice^ for all boys and girls. There are many problems involved in the impleuienta- 
tiott of comparability. O.E.* regul*tloiis mandate comparability be established on 
a i^pe<'ific date which the Commissioner <»3tabliKhed. By establishing a si)ecitic 
d^te rather than allowing local educatioiml agencies to report comparability 
aia at the end of a reporting period, the^'^^tfeee of Kducation involves locals 
n a tremendous amount of additional paiwr wwk when the Information is 
available routinely at another date. ' o J 

O. E. regulations require comparing the average of non-Title -J sehools^ith 
each Title' I school. Thus, t^ie regulations the locals couii)are an indUmlu<%l 
^;chool with the average of non-Title I .school. This is not statistically sound 
nor does it present a true picture of comparability. 

Se<*tion 116a.2ti(b) (7) This retpiirement is. in our opiniort. punitive and 
should be deleted if the LEA -will ultimately be required to satisfy the require- 
ments of pa r^i graph (e)^l) or (2) of this section. 
Section 1145a.26(b) (7). 
(7) In the case of a local educational agency which fiUls to meet the recjuire- 
ments of paragraph (e) (1) or (2) of this section, a report showing the amount 
expended and to be expended in total and per child for textbooks. lil)rary re- 
sources, and other instructional materials and supplies, as defined in § 117.1(1) of 
this chapter (including the amount „ exi)ended in previous years for all such 
items), that have been ,or will be made nvailable for use in the current fiscal 
year : and ' VJ 

Section 116a. 26(8) This requires additional unnecessary rec'ord kec^ihig by 
the LEA'S and should be deleted. 
Section 116a.26(8). 

f8) The number of children and of^incmbers of instructional staff and ex- 
penditures for such staff, if any, that were excluded f n m determinations in 
accordance with paragraph (j). ^ 

The term "instructional staff memlWs*' as used in this section means staff 
members who render direct and personal services which are in the nature of 
teaching or the ni^provement of tbe teae)iing-learning situation.^ The term in- 
cludes teach ers^gpritaci pals, consultants, or supervisors*of instruction, librarians. 
^ and gnidance an\psyc*ol^ personnel ;, it also includes aides or other para- 
v\ professional perscmnek employed to assist such instructional staff members in 
\\ providing such seryie^^S^^^ , > 

'V\ Section 1 1,6a. 2(5^1 ),^ni\Matiguage of this paragraph beginning . . excep^ 
*\That local edWational ^geftcy . . places gfeater restrictions on grouping ffir 
tip^A's. The language of r^e i^revious regulations should be substituted far this 
part. ' 
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Section 116a.26(l). 

(i) Qrouf>ing of m-KooIm, (IVKor the pnrposos of this .wtlon. a loc:il wlucn- 
tional agency shall group its scboolH Uy correHiMiiiding" grade levels not to exceed 
three .such groups (generally designaterJ as elementary, Intemiediate or junior 
high school, and high school or secondary) for all the schools in the school 
district of. such agen<\v, except that local edncatlonnl agencies providing cdu- 
witionuit seven or fewer grade levels ai)ove kindergarten shall be liuiitcd' to one 
group, and those agencies providing education only at eight or nine grade levels 
ahove kindergarten shall be limited to two groups. In the ease of agencies 
providyng education at any level from grades six through twelve but ordy at 
those levels, the nuuil)er of such groups shall he liruited to two if the number 
of such grade levels Is five or six and to one gronj> If the nuniher of such grade 
levels is four or less. 

• Section 116a.26(j) (3) This paragraph creates additb)nal comparability require- 
ments for handicapped <exeei)tlonal edlicati(m) and yn^Jt^l^u^UHh si)e;iking and 
should be deleted. cSajJ^ 



Section ll«a.2«(jj (3). " 

(3) In order to make the exclusions as provided for in l»aragraph (ji (2) or 
this section, a local educational agency must demonstrate, to the satisfaction of 
the State educational agency, that the services provided with such State and local, 
funds to such children of limited Kngllsh-speaking ability or handicapped clill- 
dren who reside in Title I project areas are comj)arahle to such services provided 
to similarly disadvantaged children ilanonproject areas. 

Section 116a.2«(m)(l) . . lonj^fVity for each part-time instructional staff 
member;" should read . . each full time instructional staff . . The follow- 
ing from previous regulations should be adde<l for clarity*' and the prorated^ 
total sahiry less the amount thereof based solely on longevity for each part-time 
instructional statX niember." 
Section ll(ia.20(m) (1). 

(ni) Maintvnanrr uf rvronlH. LfK'al educational agencies required to report 
under this section shall maintain, by Individual m-hools (1) api)roprlafe resource 
records, including records of chlhlren's enroljtnent. the total expenditure for sal- 
ary and the amount thereof based solely on longevity for each part-rime instruc- 
tional staff menaber; 

We strongly urge the committee to recoumiend that O.K. allow stjite^* and lo<*als 
to develop criteria riiey would use to pr<)Ve comparability. These plans may then 
b<' approved hy the Commissioner. 

Public Law 89-313 program's for children in State institutions — Section 121(c) 
states: 

Secti(m 121 (c) of Public Law 93-380. 

'*(<•) A State agency shall use the payments made under this section only for 
programs and project.s, (Including the acquisition of equii)ment and. where neces- 
sary, the const rtiction of school facilities) which are designed to meet the special 
eduVational needs of such children, and. (lie State agency shall jjrovble assurances' 
to the C<unmissioner that each such child in average daily att<»ndance counte<l 
under Subsection (h) will be provided with such a program, commensurate with 
his special needs, during any fiscal year for which such imyments are made. 

ri. K. proposed regulations ba.sed^ on Section 121(c) of P. I>. 80-313 as amended 
hy P. L. 93-380 appears to mandate, that money the state Institutions receive as a 
r'»suU of the formula, be spent on programs for those specific children. This man- 
date creates a most untenable position for a state Institution to con<luct a program 
in the first and second grade to say nothing of pre^school programs since the count 
in Averagerf)aily Att^iidance (ADA) is always two yea ins behind. Your clarifica- 
tion in this matter will help states and state institutions eliminate the problems 
in this area. ^ 

SIMPLIFIED STATE APPLICATION 

The Simplified State Application required by Section 511 of Public Law 93-380 
is a complete misnomer. Rather, than simplifying the application process It adds 
additional paper work. Programs which previously did not require a* State appli- 
cation must now develop and submit to the Office of Education for a^jproval an 
annual program plan. Programs which have had State plans mu.^t now submit 
annual program plnus which contain all of the provisions which were re(piired 
in the State plans. All of this is iii addition to the general application which here- 
V tofore has not been required. We ask that this committee clarify to the Ofllcc of 
Kducation its intent in n^gard to the ''Simplified State Application." Certainly, 
the States would welcome a sUnplified application process. 
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Examples of excessive pai)er work clteU from ESEA, Title IV Annual Program 
Plan Format are aj» fullaws : 

1. **A deMcripHon of and calendar for annual evaluation activities niunt he 
inoltuied,*' . " , 

I 2. "A deavription of aud caleftdar for the dlssemluaUon activities munt ho 
included/* 

3. "A description of and calendar of this activity must be included:' (This 
refers the adoption of innovative pro^jrams. ) 

4. "This section shall include a detailed (iescrlpti< a of activities (If any) 
planned for this purpose. The (leserlptlon^Hihall Include: (1) measurable objw- 
tlves. (2) fhe specil^c activities planned to achieve each such objective, (3) the 
results or benefits ex;)ected to be derived throui^h the attainment of each such 

* objective, (4) the estimated amount of funds allocated to meet each objective, 
and (5)* with respect to each objective, an Indication whether the State educa- 
tional agency inteOil^ to contract for servk4s or equipment." 
(The term "this section" applies to describing the program for Strengthening 
Leadership Resqurces of State Education Agencies, The same type information 
is required for Strengthening Local Education Agencies and for describing the 
Program for Supptementary Educatiotial Centers and Services; Nutrition and 
Health; and Dropout Prevention. This requirement is in addition to describing 
the plAns and activities for the admjinistration of Title IV, describing the admin- 
istrative procedures and activities for accomplishing the pu nooses of Part B and 
describing the administrative procedures and activities for accomplishing the 
purposes of Part C.) 

ADULT BASIC EDVCATION 

Section 309, Public Law 93-380 provides that no less than fifteen percent 
(15%) of the funds allocated to a stiue be used for special projects. We support 
the concept of -special projects but would prefer that tiie wording be changed to 
read "from 5% up to 15%." This would allo\y states a greater flexibility by de- 
leting the words *'no less than 15%." It is probable that states will have to fund 
programs that ma> m>l meet the criteria established by the Office of Education and 
the Congress simply to assure that 15% of the funds' be used for special projects 
unless this wording is changed, ft should be understfwd that this change would 
allow states to allocate more funds to local educational agencies. It Would not 
mean additional funds for the State educational agencies. 

Section 309. 

•Sec. 300. Of the funds allotted to a State under section 305 for a fiscal year, 
not less than 15 per centum shall he nsA<i for — 

"(1) special projects which will be carried but in furtherance of the 
pun)oses of this title, and which — 

"(A) involve the use of .innovative methodfii. systems, materials, or 
programs which naay have national significance or be of special value 
in promotini; effective prpgrams under ttiis title, or 

"(B) involve programs of adult educatlQn whl(»h are part of com- 
munity school programs, carried outsjn cooperation with other Federal, 
federally assisted. State, or local programs which ^ve unusual promise 
in promoting a comprehensive or coordinated approach to the problems 
of persons with educational deficiencies; and 
"(2) training persons engaged or preparing to engage, as personnel in 
programs designed to carry out the purjwses of this title." 
I want to express to you my appreciation for allowing us this opportunity to 
appear before you and for the CQU Pfesies \^hich you and the members of your 
- staff have always extendij<i^ us. 
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Mr. Mellown. With that, I will present Dr. Nyquist. 

STATEMENT OF DE. EWALIM»YaUlST, COMMISSIONER OF 
EDUCATION, NEW YOB? 

Dr. Nyquiht. Mr. Chairman ancl inemb(Ms of the conmiittee, I am 
Ewal'd R Nvqnist, president of tho Uui\erbity of tlio State of New 
YorkandCVnmiissionerof K(hirati(MK , ^ ,w oon i 

Thank yon for this opportunity to r<»vie\v VwhUc Law iM-tSHU ana 
to submit minor and. technical an'iend.ments to tluit public hiw 

Mr. Chairman a«d meinbei-s of the committee, I speakjiot only fur 
inv State of N(l»w York, but also for my distin^Miished coPleu<rucs, the 
cliicf of Statolschools in rennsylvania, Mafisachnsc tts. New Jersey, 

and Connectick. , , , . , 

Public Law l>;^--»80 is a comprehensive piece of le^rislation. 1 he com- 
plexities in adlministerin^r the law are becomin^r cleaifr as we see 
^^reftt^r and ^^rkter requirements placed on State and local education 
airencies by administrative ^rnidelkies and ret^ulations. 

We have commented on these and ur^red the Confess to review 
the U.S. Office of Education re^^ulations with great care to assure that 
the retaliations are within the bounds of th^ law. . • t i 

Durinj^ the past several months, we Imve identified also several 
amendments that would improve the effectiveness of Public Law 

I would like to briefly summarize some of these and tile spejMhc 
amendments with more extensive documentation supporting them 
with your permission. 

The first area is title IV. The categorical programs that preceded 
title IV provided for variations among States and provided the States 
with flexibility in administering the several programs. 

The oonsolidatiou of these programs brin^rs several significant 
changes that raise serious concerns in maintaining the effw'tivei>eas 
of the programs and the proper iulministratioii of these i^rogrnms. 

Title IV, part recpiires that 'all funds be allocated directly to 
local education agencies. Previojisly, th^^ States had flexibility in allo- 
cating moneys to local education agencies for using fimds for state- 
wide leadership ;iud service programs. - , ^ jj ^ i 

For exampl^, the State of Iowa first used ESEA title II funds 
to develop regibnal educational media ceutei-s whrch serviced all school 
distri('t8 within the State. These centers will become area agency media 
centers under new State legislation l)eginning on July IJ^Tf). 

After many years of developing this significant program in the 
State of Iowa with the formal structure, a key part of the tlmiucmg 
Nof the i)rograin, the Federal fi>iancing, has been removed by the 
?hH§olidntion program. A parallel situation exLisfs m t^e State of 
Pem^ivlvania as well. * ^ . ,\i ^- . u i * i 

On the other hand, some States have allocated t!h^lr total tuiulh 
under ESEA II directlv to local education agencies. . , 

Most States have used part o/^ttie ESEA II money foi\ s])eciii] 
emphasis and demonstration projects around the State luid allocated, 
the balance of tlie monev to locnl education agencies. The total of 
funds appropriated for ESEA title II provide an average of $l.ftO 
per child, if distributed totally to the local level. ' 
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wii« r"*" '"'^''"fS' these funds ca„ be used most effectively in stflte- 
ana testing. nrlnHn,;''';l;.:rl'';;„l' )Jo^' ;^:^^^^^^ 

oouia meet tLil- separate needs. Some funds were ,llo"ate to oJll 
<•< uratmn apen/ies and other funds used for statewi i lo Z 

ment of state^-ide aasossinent and testing programs "^^^'"1' 
he frunlanh. r..u..selin«, and testing? p-of/Tain, which .renerallv 

Nervier"' "^^"^^ leade^^hirS 

m'I V 1^''"''*' Education estimates that sliirhtlv over Sr, million 
of the otal jnoneys made available for Kui<Jam-e/,ounsdi„i ml 

o;s;Xd''i7 t'stx;! ^^"^^"""^ ^-^'"^ service^X-:;:; 

uroLfTA!: ^^^'''^ ^ '"«f"'>'i«'i"« " ^2.^00 minin.um size .for a 
and testlufl/ area, more than 00 percent of the .school di.s ricts in t u 

>:ZfJTo iL^'Vi'stS.'""^^ ^"""^^""^ ""'^ tesci„.\-unds w.re 
More/ than 50 percent of the local di.stricts would not have an 

wTlZ^'T'^ 'f all the titla IV, part funds were allocated to 
local Mncation agencies. ■.•■wi.iiu.u lo 

So( we are coRcerned deeply as to how the original objectives of 
he/leff.slat,on can be earned out for the .several programs withou 
tlV potential for some statewide or .State-controlled moiects 

^\e therefore. propo.se that title IV be amended to allow each State 
he ophon to continue its State leadershir. and service program.s at the 

/fr^/nT "T^ 2 percent of the f in 

the State received under section 401, whichever is greater 

titK TV fin wl'"r^ the categorical programs consoiidnte.l into 
title IV, the States had available for administration an effective rate 
of apm-ox.mately 7.5 percent of local assistance money unXr XDEA 
title 1 1 1 an4 a st'uu..>rv rate of 7.5 percent under ESEA title III The 
statutory rate of ESE.\ title II was 5 percent 

llie 5-prercent admini.strative ceiling for administration of title IV 
wHl damage effective administration of the.se program.s. States must 
provide for an adv isory council ^ith broader responsibilities f'a t S 
former title III advisory council 'fh man riu 

Under title IV part C, with regard to programs for inhovation 
States are require,! now to provide technical assi.stance to tho.se bcS 
agencies requiring help in application 

It IS imperative that for sound administration of thpse pro-rams 
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the law be amended to provide 7.5 percent for administration, rather 
than 5 percent. 

My colleagues will be provding more elaboration on our concern tet 
the requirements of maintenance of eflFort for title IV. I must malce 
special note of the issue and urge your early consideration of an 
an^endment to that provision. 

The other major area of concern is with the provisions affecting 
children with handicapping conditions. 

Under title 1^ pertaining to education offered by State agencies, 
there is a provision that lunds ^'foHow the chihr' from the State 
agency to the local education agencres, if the child transfers. 

The provision is commemdable; however, given the general "hold 
harmless" condition under wiiirh State, agency programs are oper- 
ating because of the change in formula, there will be a considerable 
burden on State and local education agencies as they attempt to "fol- 
low the child" and maintain an accountability on the individual child 
^for an indefinite period. We propose that this pe^od bfc limited to 'I 
years. 

On the other major changes made in Public Law 93-880 pertaining 
to the handi(»appe(l, we still await word from the U.S. Office of Educa- 
tion as to the additional requirements to be imposed upon the States 
and localities. 

The incn»ase in appropriations from less than $10 per handicapped 
child to approxiniat^^ly $20 per handicapped child Is of some assistance 
and wo appreciate these funds. The $8 inillion that New York State 
receives is significant in th^ expansion and development of new pro- 
grams for the handicapped. 

The Congress must, however, recognize that $20 per pupil is a \^ry 
small part of the>fotal cost of educating a handicapped chihl and the 
('ongressand Administration must not place demands for administra- 
tive procedures and paperwork on the States and localities that are 
way out of proportion with the Federal share of funding. 

We find ourselves faced with the requirement to submit an extremely 
/"detailed and lengthy State plan for tlie handicapped by August 21 of 
this year The T^.S. Office of Education lias not yet decided on the 
format or forms that will be used for the suhmissioii of the State plan. 

Given the fact that we are now in the first part of Julie, I do not 
see how that requirement of the law can he met. 

Other administrative re(]uirenieii(t?rClST?ii ms: 

One. The establishment of a ffltiasi-jndicial system with hearing 
records and all the attendant costs.^^--^ 

Two. The requirements of the ninmlenance of a State inventory of 
all children with liandicapj)ing c()nditw)ns/ 

These go beyond the statutory provisions and are extremely burden- 
some* to us. 

I register my c()n<'ern in this ar(»a now because we do not have the 
full set of requirements hef6re us yet. I hope that the Congre.NS tntd 
the Administration will focus on providing services to children w-jm 
may be unserved or underserved and that we do not have additional 
amounts of our time and funds taken up with unnecessary administra- 
tive procedures. 

I nave commented on two areas of concern. In addition, we propcjse 
technical amendments to those provisions of Public Law 93-380 per- 
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taining to bilingual education, my attiiclmient E to the full statement, 
reading improvement; attaclmient Public I^w 874; attachment J >, 
Emergency School Aid Act, attaclihient II, and the adult education 
program, attachment C. / 

We would like to have your pern/ission to submit additional mater^il 
on the problem of school districtiy which are Imated in more than one 
"County, as Mr. Matthei.s teytificd 

Thank you for the opportunity tooppear before you today. I would 
be pleased to answer any questL6ns'^)0ut these proposed amendments, 

Chaiman Pekiuns. 1 hank you very mudi. It is good to see you, and 
we appreciate your appearance here today. 

[Prepared statement of Ewald B. Nyquist follows :] 

Pecpabeo Statement of Ewald B. Nyquist, Peesidejtt, the University of the 
State of New York and Oommissioneb of Kducation 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee : I am Kwald B. Nyqiilst, 
President of the University of the State of New York and Commissioner of 
Educivtlon. Thank you for this opportunity to review Public Law 93-380 and to 
submit minor and technical a^nendmcuta to that public law. 

PubUe l^w 93-380 is an extremely comprehensive piece of legislation. The 
complexities in administering the law are becoming clearer as we see greater 
and greater reiiuiiements placed on state and local education agencies by admin< 
istrative guidelines and regulations. We have commented on these and urged the 
Congress to review the United States Office of Education regulations with great 
care to assure that the regulations are within the bounds of the law. During 
the past several months we have identified also several amendments that would 
Improve the eHectiveneas of Public Law 93-^80. 

I would like to briefiy summarize some of these and file specific amendments 
with more extensive documentation supporting them. 

title IV — CONSOLIDATION 

The first area is Title IV. The categorical program^' that preceded Title IV 
plrovided for variations among states and provided the states with flexibility in 
administering the several progra^ns. The consolidation of these programs brings 
several significant changes that raise serious concerns In maintaining the effec- 
tiveness of the programs an^ the proper administration of these programs. 
, Title IV, Part B, requires that all funds be allocated directly to local educa- 
tion agencies. Previously, the States had fiexibility in allocating moneys to local 
education agencies or using funds for statewide leadership and service programs. 
For example, the State <$t Iowa first used ESEA Title II funds to develop regional 
educational media centers which serviced all school districts withhi the state. 
These centers will become Area Educational Agency Media Centers under new 
state legislation beginning on July 1, 1975. After many years of developing this 
significant program in the State of Iowa with the formal structure, a key part 
of the financing, the Federal financing, has been removed by the consolidation 
program. 

Ou the other hand, s^iue states have allocated their total funds under ESKA II 
directly to local edu Mon agencies, 

Mo«t States have.Wd part of the ESEA II money for special emphasis and 
dnmonstration projects around the state and allocated the balance of the money 
to local education agencies. The total of funds appropriated for ESEA Title 11 
provide an average of $1.80 imx child if distributed totally to the local level. In 
some instances these funds can be used most effectively in statewide or regional 
programs. It is important that the Federal legislation permit that fiexibility and, 
therefore, I propose an nmendment which would provide fiexibility to the States 
in the most effective use of the funds. Details are se^t forth in Attachment A. 

In the use of funds under Title III ESEA for guidance, counseling and 
testing programs, there was also variation on how the States meet the separntc 
needs. Some funds were allocated to local education- agencies and other funds 
used for statewide service programs such as inservice training and the improve- 
ment and development of statewide assessment and testing programs. 

The guidance, counseling and testing program, which generally has provided 
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on the uveruKe 40 wUh i>fr /hild, has nccdwl this fl<«xil»ility .mo that impact 
could he made within many of the ^States. Statewld<* evaluation and uieaHun*^ 
ment, a concern of the Coutjrefas aud the state and local education aKcncies. will 
be a set hack acroSH t^e Nation with the Iohm of Ke<hTall.v fun<!<Hl Htate h*adershli» 
and jiervices. Tlie Till ted States Olflce of Kducatl(;n estimates that slightly over 
$5 million of the total morwys made avaihihi<* f(»r Kuidanoe, counsel I nj; an<t 
testing have been us<'d for statewide testing and service programs op<»Fate<i hy 
the St:»re^. / 

By statute, KSKA Title I establishes a $2500 niiniunini ;<ize for a projj«ct. 
If tiie same criteria were applied irt the ;;uidan(M». c()un.seliu>? and ti'sting area, 
more than. 1)0 percent of thJ s<'hool districts In the Nation would not have enough 
funds to mount a project Jf more than $2500 If all th<' gui<lanc<' c<)unseliug an<l 
tOi<ting fuiidH were allocated to lo<*al <listricts. M()r(» thaii 50 p<Tcent -of the local 
districts would not have [an elI|G:ii)le project if all the Title IV, Part 1^. fimds 
were allocated to^ local education agen<*ies. We are <'oii< erned dc<*ply as to how 
the original object ive>fl Of the legiHiati()n can be < arri<Mi out for the sev<*ral 
prograuiH without the potential for s<mie statewide or stat<* I'outrolh'd projects. 
We, therefore. pn;pONfe that Title IV he amende<l to allow ea<h State the 
option to continue its stiite h*adership and service programs at the same fnn<ling 
level used in Fiscal Yeiir 11W5 or 2 pen-en t of the funds the state receives un<ler 
Se<'tion 401, whichever jls greater. 

I'lider the provision^ of the categorical programs <'onHOlidated int<j Title IV, 
the States hati avaihiole for administration an elTective rate of^pproximately 
7% percent of local assistance money under NDEA Title 111 an<i a statutory 
rate <»f 7V6 percent u/ider ESKA Title III, The statutory rate of ESKA Title II 
was 5 percent. 

The 5 percent administrative celling for administration of Title IV will dam- 
age effe<*tlve administration of these programs. States must pmvide for an 
advisory council with broader responsibilities than the firmer Title III ad- 
visory council, rnqer Title IV, Part (' with regard to programs f<ir innovation, 
States are required bow to provhle tex-hnical assistance to those local «g*»n<'les 
requiring needed helR in application. 

It Is imperatlvf^ that 'for sound administration of these programs the law 
be amended to provide Ty^ percent for admlnlstrathm, rather than 5 per<'ent. 

My colleagues/ A\*lll be providing more elaboration on our concern fc.r the 
requirements of /maintenance of effort for Title IV. I must malce special note 
of the Issue a|lid- urge your early consideration of an amendment to that 
provision. 

EDl/CATlON OF CHILOnEN WITH HANDICAPPINO CONDITIONS 

The other n/ajor area of concern is with the provisions affe<*tlng <*hihlren with 
handicapping «.*ondltlons, 

I'nder Title I. pertaining to education offered by state agencies, there Is a, 
provision thak funds ' follow the child** from the state ag<*ncy to the lo<*al e<luca- 
tlon agencies^. If the child transfers. The provision is commcn<ial»l<*. However, 
given the general "hold harmless" condition under whb-h state agency pmgrams 
are operating because of the change in formula, there will l>e a <*onsi<h'ralile 
burden on sftate and bK*al education agencies as they attempt to "follow the child" 
awl njaintflin an accountability on the individual child for an ln<lcflnite p<Tin(i. 
\W proposi^ that this perhwl he limited to two years. 

On the Other major changes made in IMibllc Law 93 380 pertaining tn the IwukU- 
cappe<l. w/» still await wnrd from the T'.S. Otflcp of Education as to the additional 
requirements to he Imposed upon the States and localities. The increase in appro- 
pHlitlons/from less than $10 per handicapped chlhl to nppnjxlnmtely $20 per 
handleamHHl child Is of snnit- a.'^.sl stance an<l we apprecf&te these funds. Tlie $S 
million tiiat N«*w York State receives is Migmlcant In the expansion and develop- 
ment ofjnew programs for the handicappwl. 

T^ie (/ongress must, however, recognize that $20 per pupil Is a very snunll part 
of the total cost of educating a han<licappe<l child and the Congress an<l Admin- 
istration must not place demands for administrative procedures and paper work 
on the /states and locallfles that are wuy out of proportion with the Federal share 
of»fun/dlng. 

We/ftnd ourselves faced with the requirement to submit an extremely detailed 
and inigthy state plan for the handicapped hy August 21 of this year. Tlie T'.S. 
Offieef of Education has ^ot yet decldefl on the fommt nr forms that will he used 
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for the submission of the state piuu. Given the fact that we are now in the first 
part of June, I do not see how that requirement of the law can be met. Otlier 
adminlstratiTe requirements — such as 1) the establishment of "a quasi Judicial 
system with hearing records and ali the attendant costs; and 2) the requirement 
of the malntenanc^e of a state inventory of all children with handicuppin{; condi- 
tions — go beyond the statutory provisions and are extremely burdensome to us. 

I register my concern in this area now because we do not have the full set 
of re<iuirements before us yet. I hope that the Congress and the Administration 
will focus on i)n)viding services to children wiio nmy be unserved or underserv<Hl 
and thai we do not have additional amounts of our time and funds Uiken up 
with unnecessary administrative procedures. 

I have commented on two areas of concern. In addition, we projKwe technical 
amendments to those provisions of I*ubllc Law 93-380 pertaining to Bilingual 
Education (Attachment E), Reading Imprtfvement (Attachment F), P.L. 874 
(Attachment D), Emergency School Aid Act (Attachment II), nml the Adult 
Education Program (Attachment C). 

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you ttnlayv I would be pleased 
to answer any question>5 about these proposed amendments. ^ 

Attacument A.—^Titlb IV Amendments 

1. PART B Ol'IDANCE COlWSELINO AND TESTING 

It is proposed to exclude the cost of state leadership and service activities 
in guidance, counseling and testing from the limitation on administration 
expenditures under Title IV-B. 

Proposed Amendment 

Hec. 403(a) (8MA) should be amended by either adding after Sec. 431 (if) (3) 
wherever it appears "and Sec. 421(a) (3)" or the followlnjc plinise at the end 
of 1(A) : ". . . except that the Htate may retain an amount to support State 
leadership activities in guidance, counseling and testing not to exceed the amount 
used for those puriKwes in fiscal year 1975 under the portion of Title III which 
relates to testing, counseling and guidance, *or an amount not to exceed 2 per 
centum of the funds the State receives under section 401, whichever Is greater". 
Supporting Statement 

Congress clearly intended the leadership activities to continue. Under *Tro- 
grams Authc^rized" by Title IV-B, the following statement ai)i»ears, . . pro- 
grams, projef'ts and leadership activities designed to expand and stn^ngthen 
counseling and guidance services in elementary and secondary schools" (Sec. 
421(a)(3) ((•). This language has appeared with l)ut little changc^sluce It llrst 
became national p«»licy In NDEA Title V-A in 1959. 

The New York State^ system for the delivery of leaderslili) activities, which 
has develO{1e<l since 1959, would have to be almost completely dismantled if it 
cannot be supported outside the 5 percent limit. The Act requires that the 
I)rogram l)'e continued, Imt its fiscal lang:uage renders this impassible. 

The Act requires the state education agency to provide expanded attention 
to districts with pupils with special educational needs, esptK'ially bilingual and 
handicapped populations, and to refine its testing and pupil assessment pro- 
grams to Insure accountability and to avoid discrimination. These services have 
been successfully emphasized i,n the current leadership program. 

The complete local discretion in the use of the bulk of the Title IV-B funds, 
coupled with state education agency responsibilities for e\'aluation and dlssemi- 
nation, becomes a powerful a'rgument for the need for at least the present (FY 
197r») opportunity for state education agencies to function in a leadership role. 
Wliile we do not- challenge the n\erlts of local education agency discretion, 
if the state education agency Is responsil)Ie for the- effect ivent^s of local educa- 
tion agency i)rograms, even in a general way, the state education a^yency should 
not have its capacity tn^ Influence local pr()grams virtually eliminated. 

Wf^ have surveyed and consultcMi with our colleaguci- In other state education 
departments concerning this serious situation. The refen nce to 2 per centum of 
section 401 funds is based on their advice, particularly ' from California. Some 
States, for various reasons, have reduced their leadership expenditures In FY. 
1975 to the point that a FY 1975 save harmless standard is not« adequate. To 
assure fhelr services and with their concurrence, we urge the 2 per centiyn 



option as iin alternutlvt}^ VV/ofTer the followrrm v<*ry brief,, n-vU'W of ihv fmpnct 
on thf loudorship art ivl ties of rertain state education agencies if the lecbuiral 
aniemliiient is not passed. * ' 

XiAC York' 

Very substantial redaction in the professional staff of the Bureau of Guldanj'e, 
the Dlvisioii of Kducatlonal Testing, and the Task Force on Student Affairs. In 
addition, loss of *'ciirtlni;-<»*l^<»" supi>orts for field actlvIticH of professionals In 
workjthops. pnhlicnt i<^iis, and vo^^J^ultant advice. 

J.oss of one professional staff member, but* the other two will now **sit in the 
(dffce" with Sio mcm^y for triivel," public ntion.s, wi>rksbops or even support f(;i^ 
oftice expenses. I rges 2 i>er centum alterna tiv<'. * 

PnntMjflrania * ^ 

The Chalrinan of the State Advisory Council for Title 1\' H, Dr. Kdward 
Ilerr, IVnnsj 1 vanla State I niverslty, strongly supi»orls the 2 \>er centum option. 
N Without It. the state educaii<»n atjency cannot perform inandatetl^^;iPfrhtI\'-I{ 
evaliuitlon and dlssendnatlon activities. The state canyot c(tntinne the jjuuThnce 
positions supported un^ler KSKA Title III, (Jnidance. It will he Impossible to 
nif>nltrtr local «Klucalionnl atcency Title IV-R jjuidance and counseling,' pro- 
grams. Wlttiont tht» proi)osed amendment, expect the demise of tjyidamv In the 
J<tate education ajjency. 

CtiUforuia 

1.0SS of tive professional (one-half of total) and nil clerical state education 
agency yuida nee* stafT. State master plan for imi)r(tvenient of t,nudance delaycnl. 
if not demolished. Developnient at a tjuidance <'urriculnni (career jrui^lance. 
deeislfin nmkint;) deferred. Behavioral objective projjram evaluation mo;ncntuni 
lost. M'aHfornia has been a leader.) Loss of capacity to respond to special needs. 
^ Inservlce fur local education au'ency counselors, particularly l;i relatb)n to com- 
p<»tency-bas«M| eertincution. lost. I r^es KV 11*7.*; save Imrmless, but first proposes 
•J per centum f)pl)on. Ucports Ore^con and othfr western Stat^^s stronjjly agree 
with option of 12 per centum. 

Ohio - ' • 

, The entire guidance section will he lost (six professionals). Instead of visiting 
local, edu<'atlon agencies, statt^ education agency will be restricted to regional 
meetings. Pnblicafion prograiii will be abandontMl. All in."4crvice education l^Pc > 
bM-al eiiuj-ation agency counselors bist. All research and dev^'lopment caimcitv^ 
lost. 

Additional letters arid t«'legrains are Included in Attachment (5. 



•j/ TTTI,E IV — MAINTKNANCE or KFFOBT. SEC. lO-KA) (H) 

The legislation should be amended to read : "fflve satisfactf)ry a."4Hura nee that 
the (aggregate] pei; pupil amount to be exjjended by the Stale and its local 
education agenci<»s from funds derived from nr)n-l'N'deral sources [/or prof^rnntn 
tlrHcrihf tf in Srrtitm ^JJtjJ for a fiseal year will not be less than the amount so 
e\pon<bMl for the prece<ling fiscal yeaf *. 

Siiftportiuf; Sfnlrvicnt 

Tlu* legi^latjfm provides that the .State -shall submit to the Commissioner a 
Stnte plan . . . whb h gives .'Satisfactory assuranr-e that the aggregivte amount to 
be expended by the State and its b»cal education ajjencleis frofii fimds derived from 
non-Federal sources for programs described in 421(a) for a* fiscal year will not 
be less than the amount so expended for the pr<»oeding fiscal year.** 

New York State Is anticipating a er>nsiderable divline In enroUment in the 
elementary and .^fK-ondary schools in the next few years, and maintaining effort on 
an aggregate basis is unreailstic in terms of educating the students in th^ school^. 

In addition, it would be desirable to include a waiver clause for meeting the 
maintenance of etTort refjuirement in cases such as ex-ceptlonal, one-time, iion- 
m urring expen^Iitures 'and unusuai economic contraints (defeaKed .<<chool bud- 
gets ». If the change from "aggregate" to "per pupil*' i.t not mrrdr, ^wrh a waiver 
shoubl al.«f) e.Ytend to declining enrollment. 
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3. TIT^^ IV — ADMINISTRATION COSTS 



Proposed Amtndmi^i 



It Is recoounended that Sec. 403(n) (ft) be revised as follows : 

and that, of the fundn the State reveive.s under Set tlon 401 for fiscnl 
years thereafter. It will use for the ndminlHtration of the State Plan not to 
exceed whichever Ih greater (I) £53 7Vj P<'r cetitum of the amount so recel\;ed." 

Supporting Statemetit 

' Before Public Law was enacted, the admint.^tratl ve nlUxntion under 

E8KA Title III way per centum of the amount of funds received to operate 
the program and the effective rate for NDKA Title HI wuh 7Vi P^r ceiitunt. 
tinder Title IV, the percentage has been dropped to 5 percent. It Is recommended 
that the cuts be restored to fhe 7Vb per centum for the following reasons: 

a. t?nder the Education Amendments of 1074, the statute fcjpeclflcally requires 
that state education agencies assist "In formulating proposals and In operating 
the programs to local educational agencies which are less able to compete, due 
to small size or lack of local financial resourc^es." In New York, approximately 
200 school districts would nt*ed such services and we would require additional staff 
members to meet these required services. 

b. To meet the strengthened requirements regarding "equitable participation" 
of nonpublic school participants, couslderably more ^administrative work Is In- 
volved In making interpretations, collecting data, monitoring and evaluating 
proJ^*t8 Involving nonpublic participation. This Is an additional burden upon the 
small staff presently available to administer the program. 

c. U.S. Office of Education regulations are placing considerable emphasis on 
adoption of validated programa This Is a much more difficult and time-consum- 
ing administrative task than that usually given to developer grants. New York 
State has described in its annual program plans Intentions of offering a variety 
of smaller grants In dollar amounts for purposes of validation, demonstration and 
adoption. The process of validation and adoption will tfroupy-over 50 percent of the 
staff time and Is considered to be our priority program tbmst In keeping with the 
USOE desires. It cannot be done with reduced staff. 

(1. In FY 1977, under present terms It will be necessary to force severe staff 
and program cutbacks and make it impossible to carry out the program required 
by the new law and the new emphasis on program di3semlnatlon and adoption. 

Attachment B, — The Eduj;ation op Chiu)ren with Handicafpino 

Conditions * ^ 



Proposed Amendment: Section 121 (d) 

••(d) In the case where such a child leayea aB-eduiiatlonal program for handi- 
capped children operated ur supported by the State agency In order to participate 
In such a program operated by a local educational agenc]^, such child shall be 
^mmted under subsection (b) for a period not to exceed two years, commenring 
with the scliool year of such initial pnhUc school placement, If (1) he continues 
to receive an appropriately designed educational program and (2) the State 
agency transfers to the local educational agency In whose program such child 
p>irtlbipates an amount equal to the sums received by such State agency under 
thl« Section which are attributable to such child, to be used for the pun)osert 
set fqrth Iq subsection (c)." 

Supporting Statement 

Thl&SecUon provides that, where a handicapped child leaves a state-supported 
or state-operated educational program to participate In such a program operated 
or supported by local educational agency (public school ), such child shall be 
counted for aid, within the average daily attendance of the school which he left, 
if he continues to reqplve an appropriately designed educational program within 
the local public school. The money generated by that child within the ADA count 

to follow him Into the public school program to which he Is transferred. 

The present wording of Section 121(d) establishes no cut-off date at which 
Public Ijaw 89-313 moneys cease to follow particular children Tvhen they are 
being educated In the public schools. This count becomes continually cumulative, 
with this aid following the children as pupils continue to leavd the State-sup- 
ported and State-operated schools for public school placement. Within the hold- 
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liarniless provisions pf the Law, providing for a constant level of feaeral al\l to 
State agencies through J\ily 1, 1978, the ADA count of such children will raise 
the number of children to be aided within the public schools and will dlmlni^ 
the ability of the state-supported and state-operated schools to serve their own 
pripulations/lt Is therefore Imperative that a cut-off date be established in thte 
Law not to exceed two years commenclnf? with the school year of such initial 
public school placement This will provide the necessary "seed" money for u 
period of two years to Initiate appropriate programming for these children with- 
in the public sector. This should be an adeiiuute ixjriod of aid for such children 
prior to the assumption of flsdal responsibilities by the public schools, 

2. TITLE Vl-a, EDUCATION O** THE HANDICAPPED ACT, SECTION fiI3(a) PROPOSED 
AMENDMENT: SECTION: «13(U) 

"(13) provide [procedures- for-insuf Incl wurances that handicapped children 
and their parents or gunrdiaiis are gviaranteed procedural safeguards In deci- 
*SRhiH regarding Ideiitiflcntion, evnluution and e<lucational placement of handl» 
^JRped children including but not limlied to (A) (1) prior notice to parents 
'^"W gnardluiis of the child when the local or State educational agency propones 
ro change the edncationui placement of the child, (il) an opiM>rtunit>' for 
parents or guardians to obtain an impartial due process hearing, examine all 
relevant- records with respect to the classiflcatlon or educational placement of 
the child, and ohtain an independent educational evalnation of the child, (iii) 
tproceduresj assurances to protect the rights Of the child when th6^ pa rents or 
guardians are not known, iinavailabie, or the child is a ward of the State includ- 
ing the assignment of an imlivldual (not to be an employee of the State or local 
educational hgeucy involved- in the education or care of children) to act as a 
Htirrognte for the parents or guardians, and (iv) .provision to insure that the 
decisions rendered In the impartial due process hearing require(j by this para- 
graph shall be binding on nil parties subject only to appropriate administrative 
or judicial appeal; and i(B) Ij)rocedure8-to-in.surel a^suratwes that, to the max- 
innini extent appropriate, handicapped children, including children In public or . 
private institutions or other car^ facilities, are educated with children who are 
not handicapped, and that special classes, separate schooling, or other removal of 
handicapped children from the regular education environment occurs only when^ 
the nature or severity of the handicap is such that education in regular classes 
with the use of supplementary aids and services cannot he achieved satisfactor- 
ily : and (C) [procedureH-to-insureJ asuurances that testing and evaluation mate- 
rials and procetlnres utilized for the purposes of classification and plajjement of 
handicappwl children will be selected and administered so as not to be-raclally or 
cultunilly discriminatory.*'. . 

Supporting Htniemcvi 

This Section requires the States to submit a State Plan providing prorrdurm 
for Insuring the gnaifintee of procedural s.Tfeguarda for handicaitiied children 
and thwir parents anrl r'^Trdians concerning identification, evahiatlot. and cdnca- 
timml pliicement^of handicapped children in the areas of prior notice of cbMnge 
jof the child's e<lncatlona1 placement, opportunity for impartial due process bear- 
rings, apix)intnient of surrogate parents, mainstreaming. and use of non-discriui- 
inator>- tenting procedures. 

The philosophy and benefits of such safegimrds are not disputed : however, the 
re«iulrement for a precise delineation of State proeeduren within the State Tlan 
to Implement the basic philosophy i.s questioned. The full faith in the States in 
fulftUiug the federal mandate for procedural safegimrds could efTecm'eiy bp ex* 
pressed through basic assurances rather than throuifh a precise (a/>d limiting) 
statement of procedures. The utilization of appropriate proiodure<to be under- 
taken in fulfilling these assurances should be within the province of the States 
and should not be subject to federal mandate. 

Attachm'ent C, — Adult Education 
1. special projf.cts, section 300 

Proposed Amendment: Section SOO- 

The .suggested language should reail^j "Of^uncls allotted to a State nnder 
Section 305 for a fiscal year, not Icsh than J p^WffNiPiP and not more than 15 per- 
cent um shall be used for — 
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Supporting Statement ♦ 

The protiosed amendment would strengthen the legtelation and maintain ttfe 
Intent of Congress for the following reasons : . . ' 

(1) The establlshm<pt of a range would give the States the flexibility neces- 
sary to manage the prAram afad yet malntala-the intent of Congress. It is admin- 
istratively extremely (IfHcuU to spend an exact sum, jiartieularly when other 
institutions would be l^olved In spending plans. Yet, under the suggested 35 
percent mandate, shouloL a State not expend an exact amount, even though 
^ through ho fault of Its o\fp, that amount would be deducted from ftje^ following 
year's appropriation, Pern^ttfag; 9. ^raUble range would remove this i)enalty, 

(2^ The original purpose ofthe Act In 1960, which is still relevant today, wan 
to provide employment opportunities for undereducated adults. While tipeelal 
project activities are necessary. It would ttpi)ear that the basic Intent of Congros.s 
is ta serve students who* desperately need the services of the progi;am, 

(3) Due to a change in the allotment formula, many States 'were cut back 
from previous funding levels. After complying with the 15 percent mandate for 
special projects, they find It Impossible to maintain a level of programming which 
they haTC operated in previous years. 

m Special projects and training activities have been carried out since 1067. 
A higher proportion of the Adult Education Act appropriations has gone^or 
demonstration program* than for almost any other federal program. Adult edu- 
cators believe in the need for special projects'but not to the extent that servloes 
to adult students must be seriously curtailed, 

Attachmext'D. — School Assistance ts FEoERAixy ArrEqrED Areas 

1. CABRT OVEB PROVISION . 

Proposed Amendment 

Authorlzafion should be Included In the legislation to allow any funds Intended 
to carry out the purpose of section 5(e) and (3) and section 5(f) during any 
fiscal jiear which are not obligated and expended prior to the beginning of the 
succeeding fiscal year to remain available for obligation iind expenditure during 
s uch s ucceeding y ea r. 

Supporting Statement 

There will be a problem of local educational agencies not being able to expend 
,the funds which are to be directed to.the particular categorical purposes of com- 
pensatory education and programs for handicapped pupil dependents of uni- 
formed Service personnel within theyearof claim. 

Because final entitlements of>iWfflPe3tecatlonal agencies In this program are 
^ot nnally determined until the fiscal year following the fiscal year In which the 
claim. is made, It will be Impossible for the LEA's to properly and effectively plan 
and conduct programs designed to meet the special needs to which these cate- 
gorical purposes are addressed without a provision for carry-over of the funds, 

2. STATE ADMINISTRATIVE FUNDS \ 

Proposed Amendment ♦ - 

It should be authorized to pay to each hUixr as necessitated by the activities 
described In section 5(e) (3) and section 5(f) diirlng any fiscal year an 
amount equal to not more than 5 percent of the total payments made to local 
educational agencies within the State for the purposes of these swtlons of the 
legislation. * ^ ^ 

Supporting Statement 

There Is a need for administrative funds to enable the State^ Education De- • 
partment to fulfull Its responsibilities In relation to the new categorical areas. 
It will be retiulred that expenditure of these categorical funds be in^de In proj- 
ects approved bjj the State Education Department and whioh are coordinated 
with other project? being conducted in thes^ two areas of need. In the past, the 
New York State Eilucatlon Department has provided assistance to local educa- 
tional agencies In the compilation, computation, printing and typing of data for 
LKA applications, has used SED computers, mailed out program Information 
An^ documents, and assisted U S: Opice of Education personnel on field visits 
and field audits. The additional requftements of the P.L. 93-380 amendments will 



make the application process further complicated and increase the need for SBC 
asaistance, not only in administrative aspects but also for programmatic planning 
and coordination. 

Attachment B,—BiUNOUAL Education Section 703 Ca) (4) (E) 

1 1. ADVTSOBT COUNCIL 

Propomed Amendments 

1. To allow for participation of parents of program participants, the majority 
of which should represent the non-English speaking students, 

2, That continuation program^ allowed to use the adSrisory coalmiltee which 
are already operative ac<?ording4o the 19te le^slation, 

V<E) An application for a program of bilipgual educatitJh shall be developed 
In consultation with parents of children of limited English-speaking ability, 
teachers, and, where applicable, secondary school students, in the areas to be 
served, and assurances shall be given in the application, that after the applica- 
tion has been approved under thfs title, the applicant will provide for par- 
ticipation by a committee composed of. apd selected by parents of children in 
the program^ and, in the case'of secondary schools, representatives of secondary 
school stndents to be served. 

Supportinff Statement . , 

Title VII programs have, since the enactment of the 1968 legislation, included 
English dominant children on a voluntary enrollment basis, Thfe bilinguarad- 
visory committees were composed ot parents of program partlHpantB, teachers, 
community members and students^ Where applicable. The new statute would 
dismantle the advisory committeet^ that have been working throughout theY^tate, 
English dominant p^^rents will be asked to enroll their children voluntarily, but 
will be excluded from participating as advisory committee members. Such a move 
is di^8ive*and may vomh^ serious problems throughout the states, Furthermoi^i 
to include only parents of non-English speaking children and to exclude teachers 
and administratori^ i^tlfles cooperative efforts and meaningful planning at the 
district level,- ^. ' 

Attachment F.' — Nation At Reaodno Impbovemeat pRocnAM—TrrtEATl 

1, STATE PROGRAMS 

Proposed Amendment , 

Part B should be amended by repealing all of Sec. 712, 
Supporting Statement* . / • 

At the present time, the U,S, Offlcje of Educatfon interprets the Title VII, Na- 
tional Reading Improvemeht l*rogram, such that it provides no Htate role i» 
Part A — Reading Improvement Programs. Rim-et existing state Rlght-^o-Ilead 
Programs have demonstrated their ability to impact on reading instruction \n 
1200 school districts serving 3,7 miUion students with the current level of fuml- 
ing ranging from $115,000. to $325,000 per state, the continuation of Federal 
port for state pro^Jrams wouldlbe a ofit effectived means for influencing instruc- 
al quality and, as a result, student aW^evement, ^ 
On May 13, 1975, Minr5^oM Comqjissioner of Education Casmey sent a letter 
U,S, Commissioner ^^Ed.ucati(jn> Bell which explains our conmion problem 
with* this program ana is illustrative of tlje problems we have wMth other pro- 
grams. The fallowing is. the body of Commissioner Casmey 's letter, 

^*Thank you f^v yo*ir letter lOftttitiiiiK the National Reading Improvement. 
Program as enacted by TitHe VII of the Education Amendments of 1974. P,I., 
93-380. I must (ihi^teh-to add that I do not agree with youi^ interpretation of the 
legislation, . ' 

**The second. paragraph of youn letter states, 'As ydw recall, phrt A of Title VII 
pro;videfe Jfor Reading Improvement Projects in schools and sets our 14 speclflc 
refjiiirements which must b^ contained in ^ach funded program and which relate 
on their face primarily to the direct provision of reading instruct/ional and 
related service^ to teacheni and children in schools. Part B of Title VII provides 
for Stata Beading Improvement Programs and would allow continuation of manv 
activities cnrrently supported by grants to states from Right to. Read, as well 



as authorizing subgruntH froiiijlie state educutioual ngeiicieH to local educational 
agencies.' . 

"FlrHtlv, your emphasis on the term *in nrhooW in tak<»n out of (^ontext. The 
law 8tat4»s \n 8e<'tlon 705(a)(1) that 'the CoiiiiniHHioner Ih authorized to.enter 
into agreements with either iitatv or loral aorncien, nr hath, for the purpose of 
carrying out hy thene agi^uUn, in Hchoois {NO COMMA] having large numbers 
or a high percentage of children with reading dcflfiencies . . 

"'I'flder your Interprctntion. no Inr^e school distrfd ruuld l)e funded since 
the same criteria would apply to local tnluCatlon nKernles as to State education 
agencies. You would only be jwnuitted to fund Individual school buildings which, 
in most Instances, have no authority to accept funds. It is my content icm that 
either a State or a local education agency would he cliKlhle for funding if their 
propect met the U criteria stated in Section 705( b) ( 1 ) - ( 14 ) . 

"Your interpretation ftiitt Part A was intendcni for s( hooijlifstricts a>nd l*art H 
was designed for States is totally erroiieous. Part H ilid not exiHt tmUl the Con- 
ference Committee sessions, while I'art 'A was introduj-ed independently more 
than a year before that time. 

•'Secondly. 1 strongly (pi«»stion your statement regarding 'the direct provision 
of reading instructional and related services to teachers and children In si'liools.' 
This ianguage is not f(mnd in the Act. the Conference Ueport, nor the Committee 
UeiM)rtfl. A'elther Is this concept lmi>lied in any of these d«f unients. It appears 
this lanouage was used simply to supi)ort your thesis that State agencies are not 
eligible For funding under this Section. Again, such direct services' would ellml-' 
nate th/ funding of a Chicago or Minneapolis school district because the grantee 
(the If/cal education agency) may not be" teaching children themselves, but pro- 
viding Instructors to work with teachers or children. 

agree with your statement in'paragraph four of your letter which says. 'The 
SKA can re< eive grant funds. i)ut only to cajry out an appropriate Tart A projtH:,t 
in sx'hools which would meet the 14 program requirements.' 

'*Rut 1 disagree with your following qualifying statement which speaks ut 
direct administration of a reading program in the schools. Again, these terms 
are not foinid In the Congressional documents, but seem to origimite in the CS. 
Olflce* f)f Pldiication. 

"T strongly urL'c yon to reconsider your preliminary analysis of this legislation, 
and in turn, produce^ retrulatlons that encourage state agencies to become full 
anil complete partners without Ofllce of Kdncatlon engendered restrictions, and 
as intencled by Congress. ** ' 

' I <ln imderstand that the I'.S. Office of I'Mucation has aske<l OMH for clearance 
of Home technlcnl ami»ndme^its which purport to clear up this nmtter. If no early 
s<>lutlon can be found. I would rectmimend a^ repeal of Sec. 712. 

2. PART r — OTHFU ItF.\nr-Vf) IMIMtOVKMK.NT PHOQRAMR . 

ProiyoHvd .{fnrndtnrttt 

Section 72'U a ) should be amendp<l by Inserting "school-age as well as out-of- 
school" !)efore the word "youth *. 

^upporthtf) Htntrmrnt 

No part of the Reading Improvement Act provides nssistan''* tf> secondary 
Si'honi-nged youth. Amendment of S{»cti.-;; T-.'^la) to Include scho(d-age as well 
as nut-«)f-sr ho(»l youth would permit services to be provided for this group whb'h 
Is now exclmlpd from the .\ct. 

.^. PART r HKCTION 7.T2fC) 

P ro p nsrd A }n ' • n fJ)nritt 

Sect inn Tl^iU*) s!u»nid be amended hy ndding after "fi - nl yea-r ending .Tune :<U, 
inTo", "$5,000,000 for eiich, of tlie fi.scal vears ending June 30. 1070. 1077 and 
in7S". \^ 

Supnf\rtfvQ Statrnfrnt * ^ 

Tlie«e secfi^::^ r'^latintr in Sect Urn 722. Kcadln^ Training on Televfslon. pro- 
vide nuthorizntion for only on*» year of funding. 

It is imlikclv that an\ carefully designed nnd developed project could be com- 
pleted from planning to product Ion in n one-year pe;-iod muler-^^irrent restrlc- 
tii'us Imposed by Feder il and State finance n»gulations. The period of time and 
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funding for such a project to be carried out effectively should be extended over 
the three- j^ear life of the legislation. 

Attachment G 
[Telegram] 

Db, Ewalo B. NYQmBT, 

CmnmiuHimu^r of Education State Etlut ation Agency, 
Albany, N.Y, 

Reference is made to yo\te telegram of October 22. The consolidation seems 
to eliminate the state ^^esting j)rograui fuuded from guidnnce, counseling and 
tesUng (E8EA) Title III) at a cost of approximately $150,000 and special 
incentive projjrams for libraries (feSEA. Title II) at a cost of approximately 
$146,000. These programs have been very helpful and we need the flexibility to 
. continue them under 1\U 93-380, Title 14, l^art B. 

LcRoY Brown, 
, State Superintendent of Education. 



' State of California. 
Department of Education, 
Sacramento, Calif., November ff, J 97 4. 

Hon. B. Nyquist, / 

ComtniMHioner of Bdiwatifm, 
State Education Department, 
Albany, N Y. 

Dear .Tjn: jfn response to your telegram of Otftohcr 22, 1074, I am pleased to 
make the following f^^riinipnts : 

The Education Amendments of 1&74, P L. 93-380 II R 6(9, do present a problem 
to bpnie California programs. We have particular concern aboilt the possible 
loss of Leadership irud Supervision monies to strengthen guidance and counseling 
programs. ThesJ funds In the past have emi;)led the Department to provide 
strong leadership, develop models, and materials and in general to advance the 
guidance program in the state. Private school testing has al.S() been a part of 
this program. Without these fund.s, the leadership program for guidnnce, counsel- 
ing and testing will suffer. 

NDEA Title III progi/ams will also snfTer under the present Interpretation 
of the law. Unless the state matching funds are included In the base for the 
6 percent administratiod, the State leadership program will be weakened. 

The two programs mentioned above would lose staff as well as other resources. 
The amount would be in excess of $300,000. 

Tlie California Department of Education strongly urges the continued avail- 
ability of these funds. The staff is currently preparing recommendations for a 
trailer bill and regulations. They will he forwarded to you as soon as possible, 
Sincerely, 

Wilson RiIes. 

State of Imjiana. 
Department of I^injur Lnstri Action. 

IndianapoliM, lud., October i5, A07^. 

Dr. Edward B. Xtquist, 

Commi»>»ioncr of Education, Slate of New York, Albany, N V 

Dear Dr. Nyq^uist: At present guidance, counseling and testing projn*am monies 
are used in Indiana to fund services fo local schools from the state level in the 
following areas. 



1. Thrpe consultants in counseling , I'0, 128 

,2. Two consultants In testing 31,902 

3. Year long In-servlce program in 10 school corporntlons servicing? one- 

third of the counselors— one third of the students 40, 000 

4. Area conferences and workshops ^ 27,500 

5. Preparation, publication, and dissemination of nmterlals 10, 000 



^ 159.530 

As we understand present cnildelines there woujjll be no money to snpp<^t these 
programs. In addition, it would be Impossible tb^carry out Part B. Lihraiies and 
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Uarhing rrogramH. 8er 421. Tart C. programs, projects ami leadership actlT- 
men designed to expand and atr -ngthen couiiHellng and guidance services in 
elementary and secondary Hchools. 

I strongly supiJort all appropriate actio;!* to insure that leadership and sup- 
8t"te leve"^ guidance and cyunaeUng and testing activitieH be continued at the 

If we can l>e of further a8Sistanr<». please contnW Mr. Rffy Slabv. Associate 
..Superintendent or Mrs. Sparkle (;. C rowe. Dirmor. Pupil IVrsonnei* Service 
i ours truly, 



IIakoU) H, Xkoley, 
' State Supcrintrndvnt 

of public Inutruction, 



Htate of^owa, 
Dbpartmkxt op ruBLio I^8TU^CT^o^, 
„ „ ^, />et MoincH, /oira, October ^3, 1975. 

Dr. Bwalo B. Ntqi ist. 
("ommi/ittioner of Education, 
State of Xew York, 
Albany, N.Y. 

,^S^^P^ The consolidation of certain programs as proposed by the 

Office <^f Education undeft Title IV, Part A. Settion 403(ar and (h) state plans 
wi. "i^ llbrarieH and learning resources, will materially handicap the 
ahillty of; Iowa to provide statewide programs as follows ; 

I. DenMption of Program^KH^x Title II— Elementary Secondary Education 
Act Title II— School I^lbrary Resources. 

Funding Koarcc— ESEA Title II. 
Amount of Fundn — $1,255,5<52 FY 74. 

importance to /oicfl— The Iowa State Plan for ESEA Title ft since the imple- 
mentation of theiict in im> has provided «« ESEA Title II funds to sixteen sub- 
agency chairmen (County Superintendents) and their boards to purchase school 
library resources for the sixteen regional educational media centers. 

Our regional educational media centers would basically be without funds for 
the purchase of matetials If it were not for ESBA Title II. 

No ESEA Title II funds in Iowa have gone to local school districts. 

Interest in Continuinff Switch Proffranis—lowa has a ver^ definite Interest and 
desire in continuing to use Title IV Part B funds under P L. 93-380 as a continua- 
tion of the program and as a replacement for ESEA Title II funds. Our regional 
educational media centers will become Area Eduwition Agency Media Centers 
under new state legislation on Jnly 1, 1975. Funding provided at the state level 
hy this new legi.Klation for the Area Education Agency Media Centers provides 
finances primarily for operation. This leaves our state with a heavy reliance on 
the necessity and continued availability bI KSEA Title II funds or Title IV 
Part B funds of P L. 93-380. 

II. Doftcription of /Vof^ram— Guidance, Counseling ancTTesting, Leadership and 
Supervi.sion. 

Funding Souree~TU\e III. KHKA. 
Amount of Funds — $52,000. 

Importance to Iowa — There still remains a great need for implementation of 
guidance programs at the'elementary schof)l level and to further develop existing 
programs at bf>th the elementary and secf)n(lary level. These can be <leveloped only 
with appropriate state leadership and guidance. 

Intercut in ('Ontinuing Such Programs — Pnder NDEA we utilized 50% federal 
and 50% state matching to provide leadert^hlp and guidance. T'nder Title III, 
ESEA we were still dependent upon the Leadership and Supervision moaies, 
although to a lesser degree. 

We have utilized the project approach for the further estaMlshment and devel- 
opment x)t programs of gui<lance services to Iowa's LRA's. It Is our understand- 
ing that it Is currently the contention of IISOE personnel that under consolida- 
^tlon (Title IV, Part B., P.L. a3-380) the states have lost (FY-77) the potential 
for utilization of. Guidance, Counseling and Testog monies for leadership and 
supervision activities, as well as the project approach for the implementation 
and further development of local guidance pmgrams. This would appear to be 
contrary to the intent of Section 421(b). 
Sincerely. 

Robert T). Benton, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 



ERIC 



55 



KANBAi) State Depactment of Education, 
^ _ fopvka, Kans,, October J97i, 

Hon. EhvALo B. NvIquist, i 

CommUnion of HdUcatUm, State Education Dtp^rtn<mt, Albany, y,\\ 

Deab CoMMissioifra Nyquiht: Thin Ih In reHjx^nae to your recent re<|uest for a 
IlHt of stnte-wlde programg which oUoht be ellnllnat^'d under winHoIldatlon pro- 
visions of RL. 03-380, Van A, Section )403(u ) au\l (5). We do not.have anj state 
«ponNored progruuiH under NDKA IU.\Uowever,\under Title 11, KtSKA we have 
had a DemouHtrntlon Library ProfirraW funaed\by 157© of ourf flow-through 
funds, wi^lch we fM haw been quite sucicessful. Tltp amount InvolvM In this pro- 
«rain,wi)(8 approximately %t50,000 annually. We fi\rk> fundwl a few Rlght-to-Read 
progrflBia from thlH Hource. Jt would se^ that tlie new legislation would also 
ctirtall participation Inronsortlum effort^^\8uch as tihose involving the Agency for 
luHtructlonal Televlwlon (AIT) which weWoniildeA to^be quite worthwhile and, 
under limitations of the CouHOlldated Title IT >i:ogi^m, funds coi^ld not' be used 
by the.ikate for^ this pur^iose. There would Heem to be^ji imsslblllty also that qual- 
ity control on regular jiroject actlvltlus mlfeht suffeAdue to flmltatlon of strite 
admlnlstrutlve funds. \ 

Inder the GuWanoe, Counseling and Testing section of Title HI, ESEA, we 
have been funding Elementary Guidance Programs which met criteria set up 
4it the SEA level. Such programs wonld still be possible If LEA's desired, but 
state direction and assistance would be limited or non-existent/ The amount of 
this program was $4^^ MO annually. 

Also under Guidance, Counseling and Testing we conducted a statewide testing 
program In the amount of $20,000 and a Guidance In-Service Training Program 
Involving some ?25»0dO of GuldaAp, Counseling and Testing (Title III) funds. 

We believe that It \h Important "ffiat there is provision for dlrectfon and cqordl- 
natlon at the state l«vel In order *bat funds mas be used to achieve state-wide 
educational goals and we see a ijosslblllty ^at/ne consolidation plan may not 
serve to achieve the pnri>oseH originally envisioned. 

Perhaps the State IMati might he)p to bring about progress toward state-wide 
4Hlucatlonkl Improvement, but with a probable curtailment of available adminis- 
trative ahd program funds for use at the stnt»» level. It would appear that a 
coordinated effort toward state-wide goals would b« difficult to achieve. 
Sincerely, 

* *^ . C. TAn.oa Whittieb, 

^ CommiHHioncr of Education. 

: — 4^ 

' I 
f 

\ Statk I>bpartment of^ Education, 

Jefferson City; Mo., October 29, 197^. 

r>r. EwALD B. NxQi rsT^ 

Commission df Education, State of Sew York, 
Albany^ N Y, 

Deab Dn. Nyquist : I am pleased to respond to your telegram ^f October 22, 
1974, In which you request Information about the effect of Title IV, Part B, 
PJu. 03-3H0 on state-wide progratps In Missouri. 

The following state-wide progra\ins would be affected In this State : 



Program 



fiscal y«ar 
1§75 

buds«t Sourct of Funds 



Statawida loaac^':r.:p activities tn guttianc* counseling and 
Testing. 

Statawida tasMngl programs. 

Statawida assassipanf. 



1110.000 Title III. ESCA Program Funds. 



500 
76.000 



Title Ml. ESCA Administrative funds. 
TiUe III ESCA Administrative funds. 



As we 1n^I^ret P.L. 93-380^ costs such as these would have to be borne from 
the Ave per cent -of the state's allocation reserved for admDilstratlon of the 
state plan, aM/or froiir th^ funds set aside for Title V types of activities. If 
our Intef^miitloir Is correct, this requirement would severely restrict the level 
of services and activities in those areas; 



Rir 
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I will he happy to share with you anf other Information you may find usefuL 
Please let me know If I can he of help to you. 
Sincerely, 

Arthub, 
CommiMMioner, . 

[Teleffram] ' 

EwALD B. Ntquist, \ 

yeto York State €ommib9ioner of EdueatioUt > ^ 

Albany, N.Y, 

, If title IV of the education amendments of 197*^ is interpreted to mean that 
all funds under part B., libraries and learning resource^^ must be allocated to 
LBA's North Carolina will lose C)ie availability of these funds for the following 
existing programs. 
From E8EA, title II. 

(1) Purchase of flings for five regional center film libraries — approximately' 
$75;(K)0 per year, 

(2) State .Purchase of tel6vlol0u 'tapes for broadcast throughout the State — 
approximately $25,000 per year. 

From ESEA, title III — guidance and counseling. 

(1) State consultants in social worjc, guidance, and C phychology who work 
.with their local counterparts — approximately $80,000 per year. 

(2) doldnnce workshops for local guidance cpunselars — approximately $5,000 
per year. * ^ . , 

These programs are Extremely important to North Carolina. TVe are interested 
In.ljQvIng npw regulation^ which, will make it possihle to co/Jtiime them. We 
suggest that uplo but not more than ten percent of the part B monies be avail- 
able for State purchase or special LEA projects. 

Thanks for your jefforta * 
' tSincerely^yours, 

, ' , A, CilAlO PrflLUPS, 

* North Carolina. Superintendent 
^ cff Public Instruction, 

TP-*. / 

ftTATE OF Ohio, , 

' DKnARTMKST OF EdCCA'^ON, 

. , ' ColumhuJi, Ohio, October 28, 191 

Dr. KWAL1> B. NTQtriHT, 
* CommUaioner of Education, 
. Albany, NS. 

Dear Dr. Ntquist: The poftsi!)le loss in-fWds for State leadership ptirposes 
through program consolidation cutbacks included in 03-380 are Higniflcant in the 
area of Guidance and Testing. For the last f<*w yeftrs. we have supported staff 
in the Division of Quidanoe and Testing, eduoational models for elementary 
guidance to conform to State standards, provided guidance and counseling pro- 
grain models for thd child with special needs and provided demonstration pro- 
oedures for the effective use of stogjdardized and other tests. Contracts have been 
let with 20 urban centers to estahfSh career guidance, counseling and placement, 
and follow-up. We have provided reimbursement to schools for the purchase of 
tests with a goal of more cfTcrtive uiiiizniHui. 

In addition, we have developed, implemented and diffused ati early identifica- 
tion prooess.for preschool children that is the basis for Individ nnii zing a child's 
Inatrnrtion. Str.ff r/.is:.hor8 of the Division of ^^iiidance and Testing have pro^ 
vided intensive on-site assistanoe to school counselors, their principals and have 
Sponsored many regional, statewide inservice conferenaes. Costs for these efforts 
are $730,000 per year. They would be lost under the provision of 93-^0. 
Sincerely, J 
' ' FRANFLfrT B. Walter, ^ 

Dvputy Superintendent, 

of PulSlic Instruction, 



' [Telegram] -jr^ ' 

EWATJ) B. NTQtnsT. . 

Jieto York State Commissioner of Education, AlbanjL N-Y. 

Response to your telegraiii x^lative to *educational\ amendments of 1974 Puhlic 
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Law 99-880. State wide program expenditures budgeted for fiscal year 1»V6 trom 
foraer NDEA five funds incorporated into TiUe III BSEA program funds 
amounts to $102,120. South Carolina reduced ftniding of State wide program 
funds which in fiscal year 1074 amounted to <292.000 the indications that are 
under Public Law 03-380 consolidation the,.j9eate will be unable to continue the 
guidance and testing program at the same level as has been possible under pres- 
ent funding. 

CvniL BUSBCE, 

/j South Carolina State Superintendrnt 

of Educaiion, 



Utah State Boabd of Education, 
Salt LaHe City, Utah, October 22, 1974, 
ETi^ALn B. Ntquist, . , 

Neto York State Commisaioner of Education, 
All>any,»N,Y. 

Dear 0b. Ntquist : In response to your telegram of October 22, 1074 regarding 
the educational amendments of 1074, our state would be adversely affected if 
the ajpendments were to be passed as they are now stated. We have two pro- 
grams which we have been encouraging utilizing Title II BSBA funds that would 
be entirely eliminated They are : 

^ 1. Model Media Program — 10% of our Title II funds have been devoted to the 
development of model or demonstration programs around the state. While uti- 
lizing only a small portion of the funds, these demonstration centers havd done 
much to communicate and promulgate the idea of instructional media through- 
out our state. Without the opportunity to earmark a portion of funds to be used 
on this basis, this program would vanish. 

2. Regional Instructional Media Centers — 10% of our Title II lusiiiA funds 
have also been earmarked for the purchase of instructional materials to be used 
tm a regional basis. We^itave^ found that not air uiuterlals cuii be iHirclmsed^oir 
a local district level as many of our districts In scattered parts of the state are 
extremely small. Nevertheless, some materials (particularly motion picture films) 
are valuable teaching tools and needed In all of the schools of dur state and 
especially those In the remote areas. Therefore, we established regional centers 
and utilized a portion of the Title II ESEA funds as seed money to encourage 
the districts which co-sponsors the regions to establish regional media centers. 
It has taken almost ten years but we have been successful in now reaching a 
point where 14 centers cover the state fairly adequately. Without the ability to 
continue marking*a portion of the funds for this pt^ose, we are quite certain 
that many of the collections these center^ have now would be decimated and 
over a period of years would vanish thus resulting In a substantial loss of 
resource materials to our students. 

In our opinion, both of these programs make extremely valuable contrn)utlons 
to the Improvement of education. To lose them would be disastrous. We need to 
do all we can to eliminate such restrictions in the new educational amendn^ents 
for 1074, 

Sincerely, 

n£:iixABB S. FuasB, 
Administrative Afisintant 

and Federal Programs. 



State aw West Viboinia, 
Department of Education, 
Charleston, W, Fo., October SO, 1974. 

Dr. KWAU>=.». NYQUI8T, 

Commissifmer of Education, 
State Education Department, 
Albany, N,Y, ^ 

Dear Db. Ntquist : Reference Is made to your telegram of October 22, 1074, 
concerning the possible loss of certain state-wide programs under the educational 
amendments of 1074 — P.L 03-380. specifically Title IV, ^art A. Section 403(A) 
(5). After discussing this matter with members of my staff, it appears that West 
Virginia Will lose the state-wide testing of private schools as well as financial 
support for our Division of Guidance, Counseling and Testing. Currently the 
of our Division of Guidance, Counseling and Testing from administrative funds 
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under BflEA III. Twenty thoiiHiind dollars In nsed tp mipport the current expen.si»M 
ut our Dlvjsioil of (jnldanre. ('(JunH<»lln« and ToHtinj; from itdiainiHtrativr funds 
under E8BA III. Under the complete dlsoretion pro vision of the above ciltMl 
Htatute, both of thene Htate-\vide pro^raniH will !m» lost. Xi tMllt^HH to May mui- (Jiild- 
ance, CounseUng and TeHtln^ programs have provided a much nmlell service in 
West Virginia and need to he continued. 

I hope thiu Information will he of some help to you. 
Very truly yours, 

l)AMKL H. Tayi.oh, 
state Sufierintt mlvnt o/ Schaoi/i. 



Attachment II 

, FI BLIC I^W 02 :il8. TITLE VTI— KMEIlOEIf CY RCTim)!. AfD ACT 

J. Authority to .tpprote AftplUatiartiM, Sec, 706(a)(1) 

Proponed Amendment 

"The AHMiHtaut Secretary [is authorized] shall alhtvate to ntatv vdwatioH 
affrncicH ail fundH apportiunvd ta thv ntatvn purnuffnt #o hitf^tion 10,1. statr rait- 
ratum ageucien arc authorised to make a grant to, or a coutract with, a local 
educational agency — " ^ 

f^upportino Statement \ 

fJeftegregatton and/or the reduction or prevention of minority group isolatinn 
aTe complicate!! and sennit I ve undertakings and/require the closest (♦ofii)ernt Ion 
among leveU of goverimient. State education afcency offlcIalH, who are in the 
heftt position to be knowledgeaWe about deHegreRatJon-related prohlcms in scliool 
districts,^ re In a better position to make decl/lons concerning funding of KS.\A 
Trppirratlons. ^ ^ f 

KaAA applications, which are reviewed aiid approved currently at T'SOK re- 
gtonfll level, should he handle(}^hy the States/ This would necessitate an allo(»fltion 
of funds to state education agencies. The iitlllzation of funds by local education 
agencies to achieve the purposes of the ^ct would be enhanced by a s.Vntem of 
state allocation. / 

The Act reserves certain funds for /undlng decisions made by the Assistant 



Secretary. These programs are as follows : 

Prrrrnt 

.Billngual/blcultnral ^ j..^ 4 

Kdncatlonal television 'A 

Special programs r» 

National evaluation — l-i . 1 

The amendment would provide for state education agencies making fnndinj; 
dprisions on the following programs : 

Hasic and pilot grants to schocil districts Tl» 

(irants f'^ Txmprofit tM^ianlzatlons H 



Chairman Pkrkins. ('omniissioner Tiirlin/^i^on. 

STAiEMENT BY COMMISSIONER RALPH D. TURLINGTON, FLORIDA 
STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Trnr.TNcJToN. Mr. (^Imirnj.ir. :u\d nirnihers of the rommirtpp, T 
am Knlpli I). 'rurliii^irtQU. p'oniniissionpr of education for tlie State of 
Floriila. 

I am here today t6 discTiss the proposed title I ''romparability of 
ServicpK*' rp^nlatWns that were pronnil^atpd by the U.S. Office of 
Education or> March 1 1 of tliis year. 

We recj»^ize these retaliations as a sincere effort on the part of the 
T*.S. pflfice of Education to insure that educationally (linadvanta^'d 
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Jjounffsters attejidinfi title I scliools in low-incomo areas rocoive an 
wjual educational opp,,rtu„ity'' fro.ii Stato and local funds before 
*e4efal title I funds a.re placed in those schools. We sliare tliis same 
concern with ehe T^S. Offi^, of Education. 

„ '"t,?S'"°*" ^^^K°^ ''f'^^^ "^.^'^''^ ^'^'I' Klcinentarv and Second- 
ary Education Act. the Mcnhern „f Can^n'xs, in (heir •.•„lle, l i ve wi.s- 
don,, placed into law a national policy with respect t(,e(|unl education 
opportuiut}- and conceptually I would like to say that we do not dis- 
agree with this policy as state.]. 

I would like to read that policy to you : 

UecoCTlzlfiK that the Natlon>ecoi.<m.li-, polltUal. and h(h1.i1 s(<urltv reauirp a 
wo^l^du, af«.cl citizenry, the ConKresn (1, realllrniM. pH a nrntter . Uf, prCur 
the Nations goal of injual onmatlonal opportunity, ,„„i (2) .leclar.J U to 1 ..' 
the po lcy of the I nlted StatoH of America that every Atl^.V L e" t Med U a. 
eUncatlon to meet hl« or her full potential without llnaiu lal barrk-rV 

Our dilemma revolves around the fact that the" proposed title I 
Comparability of Sen-ices" .epilation is so ripd that apparently the 
only way the I'.S Office of EcTucation feels that a Stati'^a Sieve 
equal educational opportunity for all the chil.lren <lescril«.,l in title 

h/H!irT''r"''''''"'f rf Education fornuila as described 

in title I "( ompaiabilityof Services regulation. 

We think that wtr^ve u better means of achievinir this national 
ffoal,certainly within h.e State of Florida. 
_. J^l''<-« these ri^rid reftuLatiQna do not make pvovisUms States to 
explore alternative approach^ to nieetiiiffr the same jronl we are 
forced to take issue with the provisions of this proposed rcnilation 
V ^^"T our concerns with the proposed U.rf. olfice of FMucaf|ion 
regulations, I will discu.ss then, m light of our own States approach 
for achieving the same goal I will also attempt to point out tlie areas 
rsTEofFducaUon"^''''^ approach proposed by the 

i '"ih*"' systems are funded under the authority of the 

I'lorida Educational iMiiance Act. This act is nn attempt to dualize 
educational opportunities down to the individual child level for everv 
child in every public schnol in our State. 

Under this law, each school sy.stem will iweive a base amount or 
does receive a base amount, for each child in the .sy.stem This coming 
year, this figure is estimated at .$"45 per child. 

Further, each (iiatjf^ict is mandated by State law to contribute 7 mills 
of local ta.x dollajs' into the State etiualization fonimla. Since local 
school districts are also limited by law to an " m U cap for local school 
taxes, and since 7 of their H mills must go int., .he State equalization 
tormula, I.k-iiI school districts in Florida have only 1 mile of local 
educational ta.xcs over which they have complete discretion or is 
uneoualized. 

There k also recognition on our part, as there is in the ConoTPs« 
that manyNtimes you have to give unequal funds to children'^with 
handicaps and learning problems in order to equalize their educational 
opportunities. 

We provide different weighted units for different categories of pro- 
grams. For those of you who are following my statement, you will 
find on page 3 these different categories that we usei There are 26 of 
them. 
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For example, an edwcable mentally retarded, we have a weight fac- 
tor of 2.3. We say that it takes about 2.3 times as many dollars per 
child in that category as it would for a child who did not have a leaiti- 
ing handicap, to provide a proper education program for him or 
her. 

^ We also have different weights by different grade levels. For exam- 

Cle, in kindergarten through the third grade,, we liave a rate of 
ut in grades 4 to 10, we onlv use a weight of 1. In grades 11 and 12, 
we have a weight of 1.1. Then we have weights for our vocational 
programs and so foHh. 

In other words, we have gone through and picked r it 26 different 
categories, and we use them to equalize our programs, or to seek to 
equalize for each child the program that he needs in order to more 
fully meet his educational requirements. 

Let us put it another way. An educable mentallv retardcid child 
needing special assistance would generate 2.3 times $745 or $1,713.50. 

We have adopted also an approach of "preventative" education, or 
"early intervention^' in the early grades in recognition of the fact that 
many learning problems can be prevented in later years by giving 
extra help to a child in his formative years. Therefore, we fund grades 
kindergarten through third grade at a heavier weighting of 1.234 
times $745 or $919.33 per child. i_ a i 

Further, to insure that the funds get to the child, the btate law 
mandates that by 1975-76, at least 70 percent of the fimds must be 
traceable not only to the school, but also to the basic program-cost 
categories within each school. ' 

It is further mandated tJxat this percentage be increased to 80 per- 
cent by 1976-77. The State law also reouires that each school must 
have a parent advisory committee to nelp in the decisionmaking 

process. i j 

As you can se^, we have taken a giant step in assunng equal edu- 
cational opportunities for all children in the Statfe^ of Florida. 

Now, there are some conflicts between States' equalization efforts 
and the proposed title I comparability regulations. As you know, the 
U.S. Oflfice of Education proposes to determine equality essentially 
with two measures. 

The first of these is a compari.son of average per pupil expendi- 
tures, and the second is a comparison of pupil/instnictional staff 
ratios on a strictly individual school-by-school basis, 
• At first glance, these two measures appear to be quite reasonable 
enough. However, I want to share with you some examples of how 
Florida's approach to equalization comes into direct conflict with the 
approach proposed bv the U.S. Office of Education. 

In .section 1162.26(i) 1 and 2 of the proposed Federal regulations, 
the following is stated : 

(i) Grouping of Schools: (1) for the purposes of this section, a' local edu- 
cational agency shall ^roup its schools by corresponding grade levels not to ex- 
ceed three such groups (generally designated as elementary. Intermediate or 
junior high school, and high school or secondary) for all the schoors In the 
school district of such agency, except that local educational agencies pro- 
viding education at fteven or fewer grade levels above kindergarten shall be 
limited to one group, and those agencies providing education only at eight or 
nine fstade levels above kindergarten shall be limited to two groups. In the 
case of agencies providing education at any level from grades six through twelve 
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but only at those levels, the Aumber of such groups shall be limited to two if the 
iilimber of such grade levels grade levels is five or six and tu one group if the 
number of such grade levels is four or less. 

(2) A school serving grades in two or three such groups shall be included in 
that grbup with which it has the greatest number of grades in common. Where 
the number of grades in common are equal between two or more groups, the 
Hcbool shall be' included in the loner grade (livinion. For example, a local 
educational agency might Imve the following gnide span organization: K-0 
(elementary), 7r-J) (Junior High School), and 10-12 (senior high school). In 
addition, the lo<'al educational agency might have an intermediate j^chool serv- 
ing grades r>~K. Since this intermediate school has .two grades in common with 
the elementary division (grades ^ and 6) and two grades in common with the 
Junior high division (grades 7 and 8).' an^ it would be induded in the lower 
grade division (elementary) for determining comparabimy. However, schools 
nerving nine or mo re„ grade levels above kindergarten may be < (^nsidered as a 
separate group which may, if necessary, constitute a fourth group. 

Yoii can see, with our procedure, that we have a great number of 
groupings of St hools, and we think that this is fora good reason. In 
the case of education agencies providing education at any level from 
irrade 6 to 12 and oidy at those levels, the number of such groups shall 
be limited to two. 

Ry the time we go through these straight jackets, there is no way for 
us to bring ourselves into coordination with them, or them in coordi- 
nation witii us, unites there is some negotiation or flexibility for us» 
to take our approach and workout in negotiation with them what we 
are seeking to do. This really ^ill need a little more flexibility in 
terms of the regulations, to do what we believe is a meritorious 
program. 

I.,et me give you an illustration; Under this provision Florida cotild 
not compare grades kindergart^^n thtotigh three (K-.*^) in title T schools 
with comparable grade groupings ih non-title T scliools, but would 
have to comimre title I elementary schools, whatever their grade group- 
ings, with the average of other elem^tttiffy schools. This does not allow 
jis to recognize our heavier emphasis on grades kindergarten through 
three. ^ . 

For example, we have some school centers that only have the sixth 
grade, jand that has a weight of 1. We also have school centers that are 
kindergarten through (ii-st grade. You might say: ^^Tow did you ever 
get school centei-s like that.'^ I will leave that to the members as to how 
this might come about, but these centers are not at all unusiial. 

So, schools are not like it was while we were growing up, when yoA 
went from first through sixth. We have ^^nters ouc there that have 
fourth grade centers, sixth grad<^ centers, fifth and sixth grade cen- 
ters that are K tlirough three, all of these kinds of configurations. 

We are saying\hat we want to put a greater eriiphasis on those 
earlier grades. We tbink *hat this is where we arc going to get the 
best long-rnnire educarionar results. 

When we do tliis and we staii: moviiig in comparability^ where you 
have the sixth grade center with a weight of one, and a kindergarten 
through third grade center with a weight of L234, it is impossible for 
us to follow that kind of policy in the comparability. We think that 
some type of flexibility ougnt to be provided tor us. 

Now so much for those comparaJbility problems that we run into. 
Let us look at another standpoint, and now we are looking at the 
program. 
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U „n^ S ^ stafhng-500 students and itjms a staff of 50. Here 

IS another school and it has 500 students and it has a staff of 50 " 
lou may well have, in one of those schools, a hiffli nronoition of 

ll^nnl I . ^T' 'r'' ''"^ ^^■">' '"K"lations are set, there 

are a kinds of ways that you fan be^in usiiifr your imagination about 
how these nmmpulations could be done 

another, yo : have comparability from the standpoint of the spirit of 

;tabSv""anV^w'?h'^nl°"P^ ^'■^-g accomplS"om 

Krams ^« ^hink rightly so, with the comparability of 

AVhen we-«iy that « program should have a weieht of 1 2^4 or n 
weigh of 2.3, and multiplying that by, a bfsi'^ faX that ^hJes us ' 
a greater element of comparabifity than it does the wT^ouXve school 
programs that are vastly different from school to Si denendini 
on where your speciality activities are going on. ' depending 

/the U^sTepartrSe^tofft'' '^'^ ™* °" negotiation basis with 
r 1^ o," V^P'irtment of ^.ducation, an arrangement whereby we clenrlv 

n y ' t^^menTTd^ at' 'tt ^""'"'^ ' ^"^^ i^ZZ^L^t ^ 

Wethinkthat thiscan beaccomnlished frnnthr «tUi.- *u 
law We think that the exking la£ fo^uT/a'^^^ow &e"u s"fc 
of Education to work out Such an arrangement with us to ac?ompHsh 

thistypeof an wrangemenf, instead of sa/i^g^^^ """^ 
school to another, regardless Te^rtp w«f „T ^^^^ 

within the standa;dseTS wu4fh™1:S^ regardless of grade level, 

reall. In the sa.e 

We think that this actually Lfeats our operation. 

wI:]'io^;;:.rvrbet'rhatn.^:ss t.^?-^^'-- 

how far a district should hnv^fn^f!™^^- ^'-^ ^I'stncts as to 

in which the Sni are earnld 1^ . 'assigning the dollars to schools 
are earned. t'^' ""^ Programs in which the dollars 

as^oLfi;K''^lini"or.^7E;^1ie^ ^'^""'^.•^^ ^^-^^ - 'ow 

funds, thev' Eeed considerable IxTbilVv T t^'le I 

•pening is that when we t^r to Sef ""^"^ hap- 

on the other. «p ^^y to meet the one test, we defeat oureeh4 

thJ SpaSe^itwe Sklhafwe Sn wV^^T^^' ^" ^^^^^^^ 
win fully prote'ct ^He'^ P^iHes^^ie^y ^ 
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Conjrress in rarrvin^r out tho national policy* \\h\r]\ I wad in the 
P^lementary and Secondary Kilucation Art. 

Now, tliere are cer-tnin ronuironients that rni^Hit ho usod in settinrr 
up a standard such a.^ this, tliat the States liave a stntowido ocpinlizn'^ 
tion profcrarn. If you want to nMiuin* a stat(»\vi(le (»(junli/nti()n pro- 
• frram of, lot us say, HO porront pf the funds of th(» State, or State nnd 
. local, and !K) jx reent, either of those fiirure.s would he sat isfnetorv to 
us, and that wouhl ine^huh' all State and local ()])enit irj;r funds/ 

Next we-wonhl provith* that (his could he (h)n(» onlv in the cases 
whoro the e^iuarizution j^roj^rarn woidd he applicahle to the ihdivichinl 
•sohool level. 

Lot me make a point l^ere ahout oiir pro^rram, wh(»re we are nioN in<J 

to r>ut in effect our mamitrement 

Chairman Pkukins. I am ^roin^'''to have to l(>ave, hut I do want 
to ask a question or two of you, . 

CommiSHioner Xv(piist, you r^'fer in your statement to :^ f)rohlem 
with the new requirements in the Federid law. It is mv hoj)e that the 
eommittee, next wvrk, will he nuirkin*; n\) a new piece of le<rislat ion. 

Do you have any particular advice that you wrttdd like to ;rive 
us now so far as that le^rislation is concerned? Yoti referred to tiie 
hnndicaT)ped in your testimony this mornin^^? 

Dr. XvQnsT. Yes; I have two or three points?. I just happen to 
liave them remlv here. One is, we are very urduippv with the direct 
flow of fimtls, with the hypa.ssin^r of State's. We understand that you 
would ^rive all the funds direc^y to the local education aireMC!(\s. * 

In the first place it is not cost effective. You are contrihut in<x $-jO 
per handicappetl child, arul it is not v«>ry much. It is not cost effec- 
tive. You are not nllowin^r for i\ concentration of funds where i( 
would do a lot of ^'^ood. / 

You are not perrnittini: the States to (Coordinate other State pn) 
^Trains for the handicapped with Federal funds. 

AVe are also urdiaf)py with the provision where tlie advisory coun- 
cil has compliance and plannintr ftinct ions^Vc think that to nud<e 
it advisory is one thintr. I>ut to ^rive it certain other functions is ^--oin^^ 
to'complicate our li\ es in the States. 

Finally, your hill does not have an emphasis cui priorities as lo 
those who are s(:r\:ad and thr)se who a re not served at all. 

Chairman I^kkkivs. That is what worries me ahout the })ill. 

Dr. Xv^risr. It is verv important, until we ;ret over the hump. 

Chairman Pkiuuxs. We are ordy sayin^^ those that are ci^r(»ntly 
hoin^r served, arid we are omittin^^ those who arc ru)t now lUMuir 
served. 

Dr. XvQriST. In (Conclusion, nuiy I say that we would much prefer, 
and I know there are other States who would join, to have a simple 
explanation of the present law. 

Chainuan Pkrkins. Le( me think al)out this. We are not ^roin^ to cut 
you short by any nWns in the world. I have to ^o to another meeting 
now, hut I wanted to ask that question of Dr. Nyouist. 
^ I am concerned ahout only servicing those who are presently being* 
gervcd. This is a great concern at this point. Thank you, 

Mr, I^hman is now going to ehair tne committee. 
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- Mr. TtniLiNGTON. Our finance procrram is seeking to pjilt the man- 
agement decisions, insofar as possible, at the school level. We think 
that this is consistent with bringing in a great deal of parent 
participation. t 

We also think that it will be, in the final analysis, a more efficient 
and effective school service. When this is done, we will have to have 
comparability. The way the present regiUations are, we are just about 
out of business trying to follow that type of an arrangement. 

We believe that we have \v\X on the head a long-range program to 
get the job done. We would hope that title I could be used to help us 
effect these things rathep than be working at cross purposes as to our 
objectives. < » ' 

I would like now to make some comments, about some other areas 
of concern; One is about 'ifiaintenance of 'effort, th^^aintenance of 
expenditure from non JJ'edei-al sources. I think ^^H^ am going to ^ 
summarize by simply saying that when the econom^Falls upon hard 
^ times, we need a little different approach to maintenance of effort. 
**' We have made some surveys, of our districts, and we find that we 4^ , 
not haVfe maintenance of effort in some of our programs. We believe 
that if we ai-e going to have a general reduction in expenditures, let us 
' say, per child within a district, we ought to have the flexibility of 
moving downward in terms of federally supported programs, equally 
with our owp State* supported programs, or at least in proportion. 
I can see no real objection to this approach. 

. Next, I woujd like to say that there is a new look in State educational 
leadership. We believe that the State de|>artments of education today . 
are f^8||^ronger than they have been in the years past. 

State education agencies have played a major role in the educational 
transition. Education is the single, most important function of State 

fovemment* today. The sophistication and increased capabilities of 
tate education agencies reflect the importance of that responsibility. 
Congress must periodically review its own role as expressed in the 
principle of equality ^f educational opportunity to realize its greatesf 
impact on the growth of education in America. , t -n 

Next is the flexibility for State education agencies, and I will not 
comment greater on that beyond my printed remarks, except to say 
that generally we would feel that block grants and great;er consolida- 
tion, in the final analysis, is superior to more stringent categorization. 
Mr. Lehman. Do you think that you could wrap it up? ^ 
Mr. Turlington. I would like to say one thing aoout advisory coun- 
cils. We believe that we have. enough advisory councils. We think, 
that jve have an ample amount of advice. 

We need to take what we have already received, and mull that over. 
I think that this would be better than adding on any rtlore advisory 

Another word about advisory councils. Advisory councilsshould not 
be set oip, speaking about the handicap|>ed legislation or any other," 
you ought to have somefcody there in significant numbers that repre- 
^ sent what I would call total public interest as opposed^o the special 
interest of a pari?icular group. 
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I would say this in dealing with handicapped children, or gifted 
children, or any other type of children served. ' 

Mr. Lehmax. Does that co^nplete your statement?- 
Mr. TvRLiNQTON. Yes. , * 

Mr. Lehman. Thank you Commissioner. 
fPre[!>ared statement of Kalph I). Turlington follows:] 

PttKlMKED StATKMEXT OK RaLI*!! Pf'Tcni.! XQTON, FloKHJA ,SrATE PKI'AHTMKNT 

of' Kl)i;CATlON . ^, 

Mr. Chairman. Memlw^rs of th»» i'oiimjitt'o, I am Kalph D. TurHn^tpn. Comiwis- 
fidoner of Education for the State of Fh)ri(!a. I appreciate the opportunity to rep- 
re^j^nt our st4ite educational ^ystrni to present onr viewn on pul)lic Law "JlJi-SNO, 
Althoiijrh we have eonceriis atM)Ut several areas of thi.s law, dlxjut whicli we have 
I>rovi(h><l the conimitte^e jA ith written eonim« nts, I am here tod^iy to discUHs the 
|)r(>i)ose<l Title, I 'Uompa^ubilUy of Services" Ke^ulations that were proniul^rated 
by the U.S. Office of I^idncation. on March 11, lOTH. We recognize tht'se r(»jcula- 
tions as a sincere effort on the part of thet'.S. Of^cc of Education to in.^Jure that 
educationally disadvantaj;cd yoiiriKKtj^rs attending Title I .s?«hools in low income 
areas receive hn "equal educational opportunity" fr(mi stafe and iWal funds he- 
fore federal Title I funds are place<l iif those schoqln. W(» share this same con- 
cern with the I'.S. Office of Education' 

In .Section Hi)} of Part A of Title VIII of the Elementary and Secondary, Edu- 
(•ation Act tbe members of Congress, In their coUtH tlve wisdom, placed iMt<j hiw. 
a national policy with respwl to equal educational oj>portunity. Conceptually, 
we' do not disagree with this policy as stated: ' Recogiiizin^f that the Natinji's 
economic, political, and social security require a weli-eilucatcHl citizenry, the Con- 
gress (1) reaffirms, as a matter* of high priority,-the :^'ation's goal of cqunl rdu- 
rational opportunity, and declares it to tie the policy of the United State.^ of 
Anieri(^i that every citizen in entitled to an educati^m to meet his or -her full po- 
tential wi4iiout financial barrier??.** . ^ 

Our dilemma revolves around the fact that the proposed Title I "(.'omparability 
of Service^** regulation is so rigid that apparently the only way the C-S. Office 
of Educatjon feels that a state ^an achfeye '*e(iual educational opportunity** 
for/n children as desrrii>ed in TlrTe VIII is by utilizing the U.S. Office of Kduca- 
timi formula as descrihed in the Title I "Comparability of Services" regulation. 

Since thenp rigid regulations do not make provisions for States. to explore 
alternative approaches to meeting tire same goal, we are forced to take issue 
with the provisions of this proposed regulation. 

As I discuss our concerns with the proposed T'.S, Office of Education regula- 
ti(ms, I will discuss thehi in light of our own State's tipproach for achieving 
the same goal I^'Ul also attempt to point out the areas of conflict between 
our. approach aml^Mie approach jji^oposed by the U.S. Office ot Education. 

BRIEI-' BACKGROVJfD IN FORXf ATIO^T ON FI-ORTOA'S SCHOOL LAW 

^ In Florida, our school systenris are funded under the authority ^f the Florida 
Educational FinaTirc Act. This act is an attempt to equalize educational oppor- 
tunities down to the individual cMld level for ev^ry child in eyery public school 
in our state. Under our law, each school system receives a base amount for each 
child in their system. This iiase figure Is estinmted at $745.00 i)er child for the 
n)7r>-76 .school .vear. Further, each district is mandated by State law to contribute 
7 mills of lor^ tax dollars into the State e(iuaUzatioR formula. Since local .schm)l 
districts are iilso Undted by law to an S mill cap for local school* taxes, and 
since 7 of t^ieir 8 ndlls must go Into the State equanzation formula, local school 
districts in Florida have only one U) mill of local educational taxes over which 
they have complete discretion. 

There is also a recognition on our part, as there is In Congress, that many 
times you have to give unequal funds to children with handicaps* and learning 
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pnihleiuN ill order to <»<|unUze their eilurntl(»nal opportunities. Tlierefore Florida 
provides the followlni? weljfhted units for the fo,llowlng categories of programs: 

J. Hasie progranm: ('^^''^ 

a. Kindergarten and gratles 1, 2, and 3 l.ZM 

h. <5rades 4, 5. 0, 7, 8. l>, and 10 - .-. 1.00 

nraden II ntui 12 _ 1, 10 

2. Spei ial prngraniH for exci^pt loual stndmts: ^ 

u. Kdueal)le mentally retarded- 2. .SO 

l». Trainable mentally retarded 3. (K) 

c. I'hyHlcally handi<'app<H] 3. 50 

d. I'liyslcar and occnpational therapy 1 6.00 

e. Sin^ech and hearing therapy I 10. (M) 

f. Deaf 4.00 

g. Visually handlcapiHMl 1 ./ 10. <M) 

h. Visually handlcapi>e<K, yC- 3. fiO 

1. Kmotlonally disturbed I /. 7.50 

J. Kmotlonally <li8turi)ed / 3.70 

k. Socially maladjusted \ 2.30 

1. Spe< lfle learning disability 1 L i 7.50 

m. Speclfie learning disability \ 2.30 

n. (Jiftetl I \ 3. 00 

o. Hospital aud homebound I _\- 15.00 

3. Special VJK'ational-technlcul programs: 

a. Vocational e<lucatlon I ^_ 4.26 

1). Vocational education II : 2.50 

c. Vocational education III 2.00 

d. VfK'ational education IV__ ^ 1.70 

e. Vocational e<lncatlon V 1. 4^,;aiei^ 

f. Vocational e<lucat|(tn VI ^ ^ ^9 ^ 

4. Special adult education programs : 

a. Adult l)asic education and adult high school 1 2S 

b. C(min»unity service _* : . 68 

In (tther wonl.s, an edUcnble mentally retarded child needling special assistance 
would generate 2.3 times $745.(K) or $1,713.50. 

We have also ado[>ted the approach of *'[»reventatl ve" education or "early inter- 
ventiiin ' iu the early grades in recognition of the fact that many learning prob- 
lems vnw be prevented In later years by giving extra help to a child in bis 
formayve years. Therefore, we fund grades kindergarten through, three (K 3) 
at IV m»vnler weic' tln;? of 1.234 limes $745.<M) or $010.33 per child. 

Further, to Insure that the funds get to the child, the state law mandates that 
by H>75-7t{ at least 70% of the funds nnist ^e traceable not only t(» the s<'hool, 
but al.so to the bqsic program-<'(||<t categorl»-s within each school. It Is further 
tnarwhite^l that this percentage be increased to HO'/r by 1076 77. The state law 
al.so rc<{uire5)^(^at each s<>honl 'must have a parent advisory commitfc(> to lielp 
in tlie dtM'Ision'inaking i>ro< ess. 

As you csfn see. we have taken a giant step Ih a.ssnrlng cfjual educational 
op{Mirtunit ies for all children In the Stafe of Florida. 

C().NFI.H IS BFTWKKN TIIK STATK'H Kl^ 1* At.IZATIO.\ KFFOKTS A .M) T 11 K PKOCOSF.n TITI K I 
COMPAHAnillTY HKO I' I.ATION S 

.Vs ynii know,/fh<;. r.S, Office of Ktltication proposes to determine initiaMty witli 
essentially two meiisiires: (I) a c(»nipari.son of average per pupil cxpen<litnres 
and (2 I a cotnparl.son of pupil/Instructional staff ratios on a strictly Individual 
.*M'hoo| bv school basis. At first glance, tlicsc two measures sound r^asonalde 
euougl). However, I woiild like to shnre with you .some examples of how Florida's 
approa( h to etpiall^Jitlori comes Into direct conflict with the ajiproacb propo.sed 
by the F.S. Office of Kducntlon. 

In Sertlon 1162.26fi) I and 2 of the propo«**d Ff'deral Regulations the follow- 
ing is stated : 

'*i;il (JroiipinfT of sc)ioo|s : H) F<»r the purposes of this section, a local e<liica- 
tifinal agency shall group its schools by cnrres|K)nding grade levels not to exceed 
three such groups (generally deslgnatinl as elementary, interniedlate or Junior 
high .sciH>ol, and bigli .school ov secondary) for all the .s<'bools In the school dis- 



ERIC 



67 



trie! »,f KUi'h ugfni-y. i-xc<'iit !"' Ul t-tlu* ul lonal ii^Mirli's provldiim ^Hlucnt ion 
at Kev«*ii or fi»wer gruih* U'Vt»ls alH>V(» kindergarten shall he limited to one Kroup. 
ami those UKencleM pnnidlnj; eduratlon only at el»;ht or nine jjrade level al>ove 
kliuIerK^irten Khali he llnilleil to two ^rou|>H. In the cUHe of atcencieii providiUK 
education any level from j^rades kIx throntflj twelve hut only at those levels, 
the number of snoli groups shall [)e ilmjte<l to two If the nnmher of such ^rade 
levels Is five or six and t<» one group If the nuinlier (»f such grade levels Is four 
itv le*<s. * 

(2) A school serving grades in two or three such groups shall he Ineludeil In 
that group with which it has the greatest unmher of grades in common. Where 
the unmher of grades in conmion are eqmil lietwwn two or more groups, the 
school shall he Includeil In the lower grade division. -For example, a loi^l ednca- 
thmal agenc>' might have the following grade spj^n organization : K~i\ (-ele- 
mentary)*, 7-9 (junior hlgh>, and lO-VS (senior hl^h). In addition, the hn-al 
edunitionnl agency udght fiave an i n ter medi ate school serving grad«s 5^. Since 
this Intelrmedlate school has two grades In common with the eleinentary dlvishm 
(grades 5 and and two grades In common with the Junior lilgli dlvl^^lon 
(grades 7 and 8), It would Ih' Included In the lower grade division (elementary) 
for determining comparahllity. However, schools serving nine or more grade 
le%-els a hove kindergarten may lu» consider^ as a seiuirate gnmp which nniy, 
if necessary, constitute a fourth group." 

'In other words, under this provlsljm Florida c(»uld not corai»are grades kinder- 
garten through three (K-.*i> In Title I schools with (Hunparahle grade groupings 
in non-Title I schools, hut would have to comimre Title I elementary schools, 
whatever their grade groupings, with the average of other elementary schools. 
This does not allow us to recognize our heavier emphasis on grades klnfler- 
garten — >*i. 

For example, If there were only two elementary hcIhmMs In a district: one ft 
Title I school, and one a non-Title I school, and If the non-Title I school had a 
greater preponderance of students In kindergarten through thlnl grade, that 
sch<K>l wouUl receive more money l)ecause of the heavier weighting we give K-*» 
grade students. Unfortunately, on the Federal Compjpral)lllty reiK>rt It would 
simply show a n<.)n Title I sc hool nM-elvlng more funds than the" Title I school 
and demand hnmvdlate (correction. There 1ft no place for explanation. In my 
example, it would mean that either the nou-Tlfle I school would haVp to de- 
efjuallze Its K-'t program, or the Title I KchtuHs* expenditures In grades 4-0 
wouhl have to he heavily suhaldlzed hy the local sch(K)l district to hrlng them In 
line with the higher average caus^nl hy the pr^'ponderance of K- students In the 
non-Title I sch<M)l. Since local school district^ have very few funds, they w<Hihl 
prohahly he forced to de-tHpuillze their K program In the non-Title I school. 
This, of course, would place them In conflict witlY the State tMpiallzatlon hnv. 
Either way, It places Jm'al school districts In Florida In an awkward position. 
' I would now like to shaie with you sftme ofmfllcts that will be force<l upon local 
school districts In Florida, and it Is my unflerstanding in other states. In trying 
to uste the second mensun* proi>osed hy the T.S. (Mllce of Kducathm -pupH/ 
staff ratios. 

Since our state laws provide for funds to he efpiitahly aljocatecl to the Individ- 
ual schools and traceable to specific programs within a scho<d. we feel that the 
best iudges of the staffing iwittern for that Individual school would l)e the parents, 
teacliers, and the principal of that sch(M>l. However, the jiroposed regulations 
require that, the pui)lMnstructlonal staff ratio of each Title I school not he more 
than lonr^f of the nveriige number of children per lnstructU)nal staff member In 
the non-Title I schools. For example, If a non-Title I sc'hool wanted to hire six t<U 
teachers «ud four (4) teacher alde.s rather than eight iH) teachers, hut the Title I 
school of the .same size wanted to spend all of Itj^ funcls on the services of 
teachers, the local school district could find Itself out of compliance. Therefore, 
It might have to ask the non-Title I school to hire eight (H) teachers and no (0) 
aides, or it ndght have to ask the Title T^chool to hire><lx (fl) teachers and four 
(4) aides. Either way. It runs contrary to true "school ba.sed nmnagemenf and 
true "parental iuvolvemetit." ' 

In smnraary, let me say that It Is our opinion that the proi>ose(l Title I •Tom- 
parabllltv of Services" regulations ape based on the assum[)tion tiiat the only 
true commitment to the concei)t of equal educational opportunity for all children 
rests with Inflexible regulatbms. 

That assumption Is simply nof true. Many States pr(»bably have gone beyond 
proposals promoted by the T'.S. Offl^ of Education. Tlierefore. I think provision.-^ 
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Hhould he written Into tlio'-^itU* I n«tfuIntions for Stntos thut niH'l the foilowlric * 
biiHic criterin to nvu<ttiatv ^fmipii nibillfy nMiniroiuonts Wnw will rit uithin tho 
context of their own 8tiit<KH cgiimiitnientH to thin goal. 
The buKio requinMiienn \yhi<h we prni)ose lire: 

1. Thut the State julojiit u Htatewitjv ecjunllzutlon iir<);:nnn fur iit ienst 80% 
(.orlK)%J of all state and l^cal openitiiftf fundn. 

2. That thiH eguaiizn tioi^ iiro^rniii uiUHt he npplirahie at the indlvidnnl sclinol 
levei. 

That (lolJars expended', for eaeli ehild's ednriitl<^nni pr(>t;nini i)e<<ini»' the 
nieamire of "( 'onip"ni hility \ uf Servlcen" provided parents are realist ica I i>\ In- 
viilved l.n the dei ision nwliintJ, procens. 

We (\u not fwl that tlie prttposed Mexiliillty based upon predetermhuil crirerlii 
for neffotiatinns nn an IndivhFual state buMis Is unreasoimhle. i'herefnre. If the 
prn|w>8ed Title I "ConipnrahlUiy (if Services" jjohJes remain hu rljfid that n State 
run not use an alternative approach t(j rencti the desired tjoal nf e(|uali/.atlun, tlien 
we will be fon ed to t;o to tiie eour ts to ask ff>r relief. 

I^t me assure y<Hi. that we do not want t(i (hi that, hut we tionestiy do neiMl 
your help to avoid tlie necessity of talciuR this steji. 

I would lilce to state in dosing; tliat we do not wisli tn jeopardize our Title I 
funding that t;nes to helj) our educationally disacJvnntatjed lioys and tfirls learn 
to read and to work math. I fully reeof^iiize the iiiii»ortauce of, readiiu' and 
mathematics, and I have uuMh» the nuistery of these ha.sic skills the flrnt prioritu 
for our pnbli(5 schools In Florida. We very much appreriate the nearly seventy 
miilioa (h)llHrs tliat the Congress has apprr>priattHj for o^tr State "to help us assist 
children in the Title I pr>)t;rain. It is Hinii)iy our hope thflt tiie implementation of 
equal educational opportunities for all <'hildren in Florida can he reeojjni/.ed 
as a rurrent part of our overall state funding pn»i;ram. This will permit our 
Title I stalT statewide to devote'>iieir enertfie.s to tlie prUnary purpose <tf Title 
I heipitif; edu( atlonally disad vantatfed children uuister the basic skills - rather 
than .H])endinjr an undue amount of , time,, energy and funds in tryiut; to meet the 
**('oinparaidllt>' of Services" retfulations that do iwit takr^into con.Hlderation tiie 
uidtpieiK^s of (Mir sehiHii funding plan. 

The Jthjeetivf of our proposed chantfe is simply to seek relief from the restric- 
tive rejrulations that penalize those state and local .sclio<i1 districts that wish to 
fuitiil the prlneiple of equal educational oitpfirtunity by adhering; to the law as 
passed by Conixress and our own State letdslative body, lliis is a much needed 
recoi;i>ltion and we urpe its favorable consideration by Conjrress. 

OlIIRR AREAS OF (OXCKRN 

y. M aintvnancc of vfjurt || 

There are specific i)r(d)lems arising from the existing; bintfuake nf the propo.m'il 
re{;ulation I'M.'Jl Mainfctwnrr o/ Esprnfliturr jronx tion-rrdrrfil Soiirrrs. These 
pndileins arise from the lack nf si>e<'itlclty and from tlie possibility of nwu'e than 
otie interpretation beintr tfiven to certain wopls. These problems could be allevi- 
ated: by redraftiiiir the rej;ulation to si»ecltlcajly include the foliowiiu;: 

1. Federal funds must be used to supj)lement and not sujiplant State and bu'Ml 
funrls. 

*J. The amouiit expended by tlie States, local school distrlct.s, and participating 
private schofils Heriveil frnin non- Federal sntirees for pro^rrams deseribe<l in sec- 
tion 4l.M(a) nf the Act for a fiscal year will not be hvss than the amount s<) ex- 
pended fn)m the precedlnj^ fiscal year. 

"AK^retfate" amount is the .surn of State and local expenditures fi)r indi- 
vidual protfram purpoHOs. ^ 

In additinn tn the protilems arisinj; fnmi the existing; h\i\iiuafzr<yf the re^ula- 
tlons. State, local schfiol districts, and participating; private sehnol.s face the 
crucial problem of maintaining ineal suppnrt In time of seriruis e<-on(uuic crisis. 
('niiKressInnal action will be required to clianpre nr amenrl the local effort reipdre- 
nient. However, an exceptinn to the maintenance nf effort requirement shnuld be 
made. 

The exception shnuld prnvifle that maintenance of effort cnuid be Interpreted as 
having been met when States. Ineal schonl districts, and participating; private 
schools have been fnrced tn reduce ail ext)endittires flue to penerai economic r'nn- 
ditions and proj^ram area n»source« are prf)pnrt innately reduced. 
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2. A new look in 8tate Educational Lcader^Mj^ 

Education bus come a long way since the one-room school house. Millions of 
childfpn und adults dally receive Instruction through the most comprehensive 
educational nyRtems in the world. State education agencies (SEA) have played 
a major role In the educational transition. Education Is the single, most-lmportaiil 
function of state government today. The Rophlstlcatlon and Increased capnhlll- 
tlcH of Htiitc education ugencii^ reflm the Importance of that responslhlllty. Ilie 
ftKlerul government through various programs, most slgnlflt^antly Title V or 
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act. has done much to stimulate the 
growth of Htnte iKlucatlonal agencies, The Congress, however, must recognize 
that SEAs have grown and developed dramatically during the past tf" fe""- 
For SEA'S to Uchleve their fuHl potential In promoting growth and Initiating 
needed change, Copgress must a«*cept the primary role of the state In ediicatlon. 
The most Important federal function In education has been to stimulate Innova- 
tion and promote equal educational opportunity. Programs that have ^ont II veil 
their purpose or utility should he phased out. There are possibly several fwleral 
programs which have reached their maximum Impact and effectiveness. Funds for 
these programs should be redirects Into other, more critical, priority areas. New 
programs, more responsive and iPelevant to the edncatlonal needs of the public, 
should be developed and implemented. The clay-to-<lay functioning of schools Is a 
state and local responsibility. Congress must jieriodlcally review Its own role an 
expressed In the principle of e(|uallty of educational opportunity to realize Its 
greatest Impart on the growth of education In America. 

3, Flrjrihititu for Stair Education Agencivft , 

State and local leadership In education has grown considerably In recent years. 
State etiucatlou agencies have assnmed dynamic, complex roles In meeting the 
needs of Its citizens differently. It Is Important that Congress realize the Impact 
of the change In the educational processes. Categorical grants have rapidly 
proliferated. While njeeting a si)eclflc need, grants of this type Increasingly 
reflect the failure of Congress to accept the primary role (»f the state in educa- 
tion. Too often money allocated for state or locally administered federal educa- 
tion programs must revert haci to thQ federal government becaiise of Inflexible 
federal renulrenients. Comparability l>roylslon« as expressed In Title I of l^ I; " 
380 may result In arbitrary stafflnfe I>attern8 or .limited funding because <^f the r 
stringent rennlrenients. Bloc grants, perhaps utilizing equalization as a basic 
criteria are a possible alternntlve^to the current system of federal grant-ln-ams. 
States tiniHt be given the freedom to exercise discretion within the limits of hrowd 
nati(»nal objiKtlves while Integrating fedetal programs Into unique state educa- 
tional systems. 

4. Quantitative Measures' 

While at'temping to Initiate change In the educational processes at the state 
nnd local level. Congress has developed narrowly-defined, categorical progrnms. 
The very nature of these categorical programs necessitated that empirical or 
quantitative criteria be ued to evaluate the success of affected educational pro- 
grams Quantitative measKfiW. however, do not assure tte^ quality edncatlon 
Is being made available. MoT federal education program8:>r«?^eople oriented. 
rupil/j*taff ratios, jier-pnpll expenditures, etc.. do not hecessarily reflect the 
adequacy or Inadequacy of a given educational program because of their "people 
oriented" Impact. The true "measure" of educational success or failure must be 
both quantitative and qualitative. Although qualitative evaluations are often 
suhJtKtlve. they area necessary and Integral component of educational evaluation. 

5. Evaluation requirements 

Accompanving the proliferation of categorical grants have been an equally 
large number of evaluation requirements. These requirements are often needless 
and duplicative. Often these evaluation requirements are mandated with little 
visible support or flexibility necessary to facilitate Congressional Intent. In Com- 
mittee Report No. fta-SOf), the Committee on Education and Labor assert^ that 
the "chaotic reporting situation [presently existing] Is largely dne tp [the] Of- 
fice of Eilucatlon's own failure to de*4crlbe to the states exactly what kinds of 
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ihitn it nerds from them, nnd why nnd to provide dofniled timely feedback to \ 
the HtiitPH on the (luullty uml wtiiizntlon of their evaluation nnd fiHcal reiinrtH" 
The Committee further citeH Tltie I. E8KA uh u primary examjile of TSOK'n 
failure **to obtain unefui and current (evaiuatlon) lnformati(m from the Htaten/' 
Congress must insure that ffrant conditions and cvalnutiMn retiulremenlH nrv 
made more relevant, tiexihitf and jfeneral to meet the rnrrent and future net'ds 
of educati(m and the peoi)ie that it serves, 

6', FrinritUe of Stnte involvrnuut 

CiHiRTeHH must re<ognize the ccmtext of federai, state and Incal roles In edu- 
ratlon. Where federai and Htate roles meet, each level of govcrninent must as.^nme 
a "imrtnerHhlp" perspective. Both state and local education ajjcnrics should hv 
vlew<Hi in terms of cooperation by ConfO'ess and responsible executive aRencU-s. 
i.e. the USOK, MK. etc. Too often lu the past, an adversary relationship hns 
been the nrie, rather than the exception. The concept of state-federal-local 
partnership should be emphasized and enforced by Conj;res« at every oppor- 
tunity. State edvration aKendes, as the prinmry resiMinslhle aRency for^edu- 
cathm, shoirid be involved and participate in all levels and pluises of the federal 
Ktjvernment, including: (1) ail phases of the legislative process; (2) the devehip- 
ment and promulRation of niies, repulathms and mddelines: and (3) the onRoUiK 
and (ontlnirous adndnlstratUm of federai education programs. Only when the 
"partnership" concept pervades all aspects of the federal-state relationship cnn 
the true Impact of tlielr combined elTort be felt and appreclatcnl. 

7. Adrinnry councih 

(Vingress. as well as state education agencies, has long realized the Importance 
of parental and lay invjiivernent In the e<hirationaI process. Both state and Ideal 
education agencies have accepted and emphasized the C(»ncept of parent/cnmnni- 
idty /professional involvement. However, advisory committee reffulrementH have 
prolifenited as one condition for the approval of categorical grant,s. To cope with 
the growing profusiorj of advisory council rwiuircments. f'iorlda has spe< ifl<TirKv 
assigned an executive assistant to coardlnate our federal advUory council ac- 
tivities. Just keeping track of tJie appolntnx^its refpiires cl(»se to ITj percent of Ids 
time. Notwithstanding their value and function, advisory councils and committees 
are often duplicative or exist In relative Ignorfuice of other Important facets of 
their educational environment. ()pportunitleri to blend or Integrate programs Into 
stnte iir local ongolrig programs are sometimes missed simply because advisory 
councils exhibit a limited perspective or concept of the total t»ducatlonal systenl. 
<'ongress can and shoidd assume the responsibility for keeping track of the large 
number of advisory c<iunclis and ccmmilttws which It "a\ithorlzes, and reviewing 
their effect I veness on a periodic basis. Althotigh advisory coufidls perform an 
invaluable role In promoiing parental participation. It Is entirely possible to have 
"too much of a good thing." Congress nitist be reasininhle In llndtlng the nnmb('r 
of advisory courrclls. as well as reporting retpijrenients, 

f^. '*Jlnld ft rtrm/c jfjf" 

' The principle. Iritent. and equity of the "hold-harmless" concept should be re- 
evaluated in Ilglit of the rapidly changing demands of a te<'hnological and mobile 
society. 

The equity of the hold-harmless concept must be measured In tennis of the 
clients served. Ineligible participants due to changes In grant formulas should 
be phased out through decreasing alpK-athm floors. The concept of iiold-harndess" 
has serious Implications for rapidly growing states such as Florida. When fijnd- 
ing levels hre held-harmless, states with eligible clients receive considerably 
lf>wer "per-client" allotments than states without the necessary nntnber of eli- 
gible clients. For example, congressional policy designed to aid disadvantaged 
children may suffer because funds are not allocated entirely on the basis of need, 
as demonstrated by tlie actual number of eligible c4lents for each state. The hold- 
harmless concept should be a factor to facilitate, not obstruct or delay, change 
in ccmgressionai Intent. 

P. Thr impnot of Federal {nrolremmt 

It is dlf?lcnlt to minimize the Impact of federal invol vemeiif. Unt from n state 
perspective the impact of federal authority has far exceeded their relative share 
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of the total educational i»xiM'tidUUn'8. Fi»deral aid' has prompted Innovative pro- 
BtaiiiH In virtually every area of education despite limited fimdiiiB. 'Hie federail 
government, and espe<'ially CotigroKH, ^*an and niuKt con t lime to perform an im- 
portant function for eduoation,, hut e<|ually important there must be a more 
' ef|ultable balance betw<H»n the availlable funds and the regulatory authority 
ImpOHed on stat-e nitd local e<lucati<>tml ^HysteniK. The maintenance of exlHtinK 
educational pro>cramM is n<H'eHsarlly n wtate atnl lociil function. l li<»rcfore. f<Ml- 
eral pro|fraiu« iiiUHt reflect tlje uiii^jnie condltloiiH of vurU Htat'» and locality, as 
wpII as (»fmtintie to addresn national (concerns and objectives and provide new 
avenm-H of educatbmal devi'lopment. Most im[)Ortantly. fetleral reBulatlon should 
ami must not supersede the authority legally vestinl to the states to administer 
and operate' educatio n Dro grams, 

We are takiujc the liberty of attaching more detailed informatlfm to sup])ort 
several of the concerns stated above. 

Mr, I^-iiiMAN. Mr. ( ostn, Nevadn t^cpni tincnt of Kducation, If you 
wotild liitiit your prpscMitntioii to 10 nmuitos, thru wo would liavo tiitie 
for the fjuostions. Yonr stnteniont will b(j innd<' part of (he irconL 

STATEMENT OF JAMES P. COSTA, FEDERAL LIAISON AND PEOGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION, NEVADA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

Mr. CoHTAv Thank von, Mr. Chairnmii and members of the Kubcom- 
inittoe. I thank you for this opportunity to appear before you tochiy, 
and present our coriutjents. 

On behalf of tlie State of Nevada and all fhe States experiencincr 
diffindty implementing Public Law JKUW), T express a|)|)re(Mati(m 
for the opportunity to present our problems for your inforuuUioii and 
eonsiderat ion. 

My major task today is to thoroughly aeciuaiut vou with the pro!)- 
lenis created by the alK)cation formula iii Title IV, Public Law OH-.'iHO, 
Consolidation of (Vrtain Kducation Programs, and to pro|)<>se aJter- 
natives to extant eoiulitions. 

Both the House bill (H.K. (\9). and the Seiuite bill (S. 1530), con- 
taine(l provisions for consolidatiufr certain education jiro^rrams in 
the inteivst of simpli fyin^ and nuikm/rmore efficient their adruinistra- 
tion and tnaiui<rement. ,f 

The consoli<lation a^rreed upon in /conference was that proposed l)y 
the House. It was conditioneij on a guarantee thlH the same n^^vc^nU* 
anuaint of funds would be provided for the consolidation as wouM be 
pro\ ide(l for the separate categorical pro<rrams and that a|)|)r()|)ria- 
tiotiH be made in the fiscal year prior to the fiscal year of use. 

The^re was never any expression of intent on the part of the.Con- 
press to use the consolidation to cause a redistribution of funds amon^^ 
the States. 

Because eacli of the five ai<l-to-States programs had difTerent pur- 
ples, approaches, and allocation formulas, and because, even with 
conS(^idation, the ro^p:re>?s- wanted to retain the uniqueness of ea<'h, 
the task of consolidation was compounded. 

When the allocation fonnula was developed, it was based on the 
number of cliildren a^red 5 to 17, inclusive, in eacli of the State?. The 
extant oatep:orical formulas are compared in appendix I with the 
formula iri sertjon 4a2(a) (2) of title TV. 

It is obvious that none of them is exactly like the consolidation 
formula, and to make matters worse, the "floors" have been removed 
ipbm the two pro^i^ams consolidated in part C. 
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"Floors" are used to guarantee that there will be adequate funding 
to give reasonable assurance of success for a minimum program iu 
every State. When the "floors" are removed and allocations are made 
solely on a ratio of population, the smaller States cannot be assured 
of even a minimum program. ^ 

Tho State of Nevada, for cxamplo, with 0.26 p(*r( ent of the Nation's 
population, receives $ii,600 of each $1 million of appropriation. It 
would take a $100 million appmpriation to assure Nevada of $260,000. 

In fiscal year 1974, the l^e year for fiscal year 1976 consolidation 
appropriations, only one of the seven consolidated pmgrams was 
$100^million or greater.^ 

The example works .similarly for the 18 States and the District of 
Columbia which have less than 1 percent of the Nation's population 
dged 5 to l7, incldsive, and to a lesser degi^.e for the 15 States between 
1 percent and 2 percent. 

The effect of applying tAe formulas in section 401(c) (1) and sec- 
tion 402(a) (2)' is illustrated for fiscal year 1976 in tables 1 and 2 and 
in section 402(a) (2), for fiscal year 1977 in tables ^ and 4. 

The dramatic shifts of dollars do not occur in fiscal year 1976 be- 
cause the 50 percent cdnsolidation permits half the dollars to be al- 
lotted on the basis of the categorical formulas. The allotments per 
title IV are compared with the categorical allotments for fiscal year 
1974 since that is the base year for '^triggering" the consolidation. 

In each of the tables the first column represents the allotment per 
formula in title IV, Public Law 9.vm The second column, the fiscal 
year 1974 allotment; and the third column, the negative difference, or 
loss to given States. 

A review of the losses in each of the tables indicates that they-^are 
not limited to the same States each time. Due to the uniqueness of the 
categorical formulas used in fiscal year 1974, the move off thein will 
affect states differently. \ 

Nevertheless, these are real dollar losse.s even th6ngh the aggregate 
amount ol funding is equal to that of fiscal year 1974. 

Tables ilittached as appendix II and appendix III are from the 
T'^.S. Office of Education and provide an analysis and comparson with 
fiscal yean 1975 allotments. Fiscal year 1975 is con.^idered an inade- 
quate comparison because the apnropriatipn for ESEA title III was 
$26 million lej^s than that in fiscal year 1974. These tables are attached 
as siipportilve documents to mv complete testimony. 

The tabljef^ in appendixes IT and TTI have been translated into an 
action plah for Nevada in table 5. The fiscal year 1976 part B allot* 
ment is larger tnainlv because of movinjr in the guidance and testimr* 
title III annoiint from part C. The nait C allotment is only slightly 
smaller, bni obviously, title V octivitie^s will jieed to tap some of the 
consolidati(in to sustain programs and proiects. 

Overall, the fi^rures show Nevada actually gains in fiscal year 1976, 
but only if the Commissioner's share of title *III, section 306, is not 
included in the State receipts for prior years. 

Th fi^al year 1977, the State has taken the maximum allowed for 
administrat^pn out of P%^B be<*anse part C is a^?tually $20,000 short 
of meeting th^sajiowed ^aside for title V at fiscal year 1973 levels. 

The losses to program are obvious and dramatic. The ultimate 
effect will be to terminate innovative programs and reduce support 
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for libraries and mat(M:ial.K, (Miui])rn(Mit . and ^riiidiincc and testing: 
the local levels. • t i 

This will create layoff conditions for some teachers and aides at the 
local level, and considtants and clerical staff at the State level. It is 
difficult to surmise how other States in similar condit ions , will react, 
but it would he lo^^ncal to a.^sume some {Oiniuunhlc action. 

The followin*^ are several alteniat ives : 

(1) The Con^rn^ss can do nothinfr. in which (uise the ultimate effect 
of profri*am reductions and terminations and staff layoff's will un- 
douotedly prevail. ^ • i • 

(2) The Conp:re,ss can allow the formula to work as described \n sec- 
tion 401 and section 402, hut insert lan^nia^o in either the substantive 
or the appropriation, le^ishiticm raisin*^ those States falling below, the 
fiscal year 19V4 level (the base year) in any fiscal year after fiscal year 
1975 to the fiscal year 1074 level and approjuiatinpr the funds therefor. 
The amount of supplemental fiuidinp: requii^ed to accomplish this can 
be determined from the third column in each of tables 1, 2, and 4, 
as follows: The sum of $1.9 million for part H in 197t), $2 million for 
part C in 1076, $2.2 million for pail H in 1077, and $9.:i million for 
part C in 1077. 

This would he a total of $14 wUlion over the 2-year period. 

(3) The C\)n^(reRS can allow the formula to work as it exists and 
increase the authorizations and ap])r6priation to assure the 1074 level 
for all States. This would cost an estimated $Hr)4.207,()02 for part C 
alone. Besides all the shortcomings of this alternative, the cost alone 
makes it^ii^hly undesirable. 

(4) The C<>n<rress can amend the part C allotment formula to pro- 
vide an equal base cbstribution with the remainder apportioned on 
the ratio of children arjed 5 through 17, inclusive. In this case, the 
aHotments would be listecl as in table 6, and would reipiire no addi- 
tional funding: for part C. Part B cannot be calculated in this manner i - 
without additional fundinjr. , , \ 

(5) The Conpfress can permit a "hold harmless" at fiscal year 1074 \ 
levels with a pro rata share of remainders, in which case the amounts \\ 
would be as listcil in tahle^7 arid require no additional fundiii<r. - 

(0) The Contriess can delay appropriations for fiscal year 1!)77, 
thereby causin": tlic "trij^^rer*' to fail and tbrowin^^ propframs back info 
a catet^orical mode. Tliis also would require no additional funding, 
but it would hot help those States e.tperiencinf^ loss(<s in fiscal year 
1070. 

(7) The Confess can appropriate $1 less than the amount required 
to "triprpfer" the consolidation, again reverting to the categosrical mode. 
This would req^uire no additional funding, and again, would not help 
those States losmg in^ fiscal year 1076. 

A survey has been conducted of all the States soliciting their com- 
ments with respect to this problem. As of May 30, 1075, responses had 
been received from ^41 of the chief State school officers. 

The 17 major loss States naturally favor retaining the fiscal year 
1974 levels. Eight States jexperiencing minor losses in part C for fiscal 
- year 1977, but gaining iif part B expressed support for the fiscal year 
1974 level Us a minimum for all States. 
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Twelve States experienrinp: loKses in part B for fiscal year 1977 but 
gaining in part C expressed suppoit for the fiscal year 1074 level as u 
minimum for all States. 

Qf the remaining States, one expressed a neutrul position, two indi- 
cated a lack of desin^ to pve up tlie incroase/1 funding (hAth urging 
a supplemental ai)propriation ) . nud anotlu^r was agreeable^ to anv 
action that woidd prevent any State from receiving less than the fi.scal 
year 1974 level. \ 

Of all t\\e alternatives presented, alternative 2 appeared to have 
overwhelming support, nna weialre informed tljiat a gre^t majority'of 
Congressmen have been so advikea by the respective States. 

Mr. XiEHMAN. Do you think tpat you cart cc^^clude within a few 
minuter, so that we can get to evdryBod^ ? 

Mr. Costa. The administrative requirement on the States have not 
been lessened m spite of the spinXafSi^ consolidation and the single 
apphcation. The act demands that annual p^-ogram plans be developed 
for each separate program and that the local educatip^j. agency ap- 
plications be permitted to address the Separate prognims. Advisorv 
councils are still required, and technical assistance*, evaluation, and 
reporting requirements are increased. 

Administrative support under categorical title II was 5 percent or 
$60,000, and for ESEA title II, 7.5 percent or $150,000, The new title 
IV permits 5 percent or $225,000, whidh provision will cause losses to 
soxsne of the larger States as indicated in tabl^ A-4, appendix III, The 
losses expressed are, in the aggregate, actually $1 million less than 
administrative losses in fiscal year 1974. 

The one alternative is that the Congress can amend the substantive 
lan^age to permit administrative costs at 7,5 percent or $225,000 
whichever is greater. ^ ' 

Tliis statenient does not directly address the specific problems and 
recommendations contained in the testimony of my distinguished panel 
colleagues. I have complete knowledge of the statement^ made by 
them, the statements have been considered by the State of Nevada, 
and the State concurs with the positiona presented to you today. ' 

Mr. Lehman. Thank you very much for your te>stimdny. 

[Prepared statement of James P. Costa follow^;] 

PREPABED STATEME>fT OF JaMES P. CoSTA, FeUJ.:RAL LlAtsdN AND PROGRAM 
ADMINISTRATION, NEVADA DpPARTMENT OF EotJCATlON 

Mr. Clmlnnan nnd meml)(*rH of tlip Subcommittf-e. on hohalf of tho Stnto of 
Nevada and aU the state« experiencing difflcuity Implementing? PL. 93-3ft0 I 
express appreciation for the opportunity to presetft our prbblems for your infor- 
mation and consideration. 

My major task todar is to thoroufffily acquaint yon with the problems created 
by the allocation fcfrmula in Title IV, p.u 93-380, Consolidation of Certain 
Education Programs, nnd to proi>ose nlternatives of extant conditions 

Both the Houire (HR 69) and the Senate (S.B. 1539) bills contained provi- 
sions for consondating certain education programs in the interest of simplifying 
and making^ore efficient their administration and management. The consolida- 
tion agreed^ipon in Conf^^rence ^as that proposed by the HouHe. It was condi- 
tioned on/a guarantee that the same aggregate amount of funds would be pro- 
vided for the consolidation as would be provided 'for the separate categorical 
progi^itos and that appropriations be made In the fiscal year prior to the fiscal 
year of use. There was nevpr any expression of an ic^nt on the part of the Con- 
gress to use the consolidation to cause a rodisUibutiiAi of funds among the states. 
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PBOBLEM 

BwHUHe each of the five 4iid-to-Htates projcrums had different purpOHes, a\>- 
liruac'lies and allocation formulae, and he<'auH<*, ev<»u witli consolidation, tlie 
<*ongn»s8 wanted to retain the unicjueneMS of ench, the tawic of consolidation was 
c(im|x>unded. 

Wii^n file allorntlon formula was (1<'V»'1(>i»4m1 it was hused snU ly on the nurni»er 
of cliihin'n u^ed livt* to si»vrnt»M'ii, Iniln-sivr, In vm-h df tin* stati's. 'I'lic oxtant 
eetejforlcal formulas are coinpanMl in App<*ndix I witli the fornnila in Section 
Mr^dni'J) of 'IMtir it is ohvious tiiat none- of them is rxactly lilv<« tlic con- 
Hoiidation fornaila, nnd to make matters worse, flie "tloor^* ha*v<* liecn removed 
.from the two prourams consolidated in l*art i\ "Floors" arc used tf) p'larantee 
tluit tiH*n* will he a<l<Mjuate funding: t<i j;lve reas<inaitle assurance of success for a 
mininiuin pro^jram in <'V<*ry state. \V'h<*n the "fioors" are removed aiul alloclHions f 
are made sol<*jy on a ratio of population the snmller states can not he assiir^TH* 
of even a minimum prf)Krani. 'I*1h* state <»f N<*vada. for example, with .110% (jf the 
^nation s population, re<elves $J.<»(M) of ca<*h .$1.(K)(),(M)0 of appropriation. It wouUI 
take a $l'(H).000,(H)0 appropriation to assure N<'vada of .*P2«0.(M)0. In Fiscal Year 
11174, the hase year for KY 7U <*onsf»lldati(in appropriations, only one of the-sc'ven 
consolidated pro|;nun8 was $1(K).(K)().0<M) or great <*r. The <>\ample worlis similarly 
for the in states and the Distrh't of (*oluad)la which have less than 1% of the 
nation's population aged T) 17. Inclusive, and to a lesser degn»e for the 15 stat<'s 
hetween 1 and 2^.f. 

Tlie eftcct of api)lylng the formulas in Sc<-tion 401(c) (1) and Section 4i)2 
inii'Z) Is illustrated for Fiscal Y<'ar 1970 In 'l*ahl<>s 1 ami 2 and in Section 4(rJ 
(aMli> for Fiscal Year V.Hl in Tahh*s 3 and 4. llie dranuUlc shifts of dollars 
do not occur in Fiscal 11^70 iMM*ause the 50% consolidation iM'rmits half the dollars 
t(t be alhfttcd on tlie hasls of t he cat<'gorical fornnilas. The allot merits per Tit le IN' 
are compjired with the categorical allot m<*nts for Fiscal Year 11»74 since that is 
the hase .v<'ar for "triggering" the consolidation. 

In each of tlie tables the first c<jluinn represents the allotm<»nt p<>r formula in 
Title IV, IM.. U3-.H.S(); the second column, the FY 74 allotni<*nt; and tin* third 
column, the negative difTcrenc^'. or loss to given states. A review (jf th<> los«<'s 
In each of the tables *lndlcates that they are not limited to tlie same stat<*.s each 
time. Due to the uniipieriess of the catetrorlca! forninlas used in FY 74. the move 
<rfT them will affect stales differently. N<'vert heless. these an* real dollar bi.sses 
ev<'n though the aggrei^ate amount of funding is e<|iial to that fif FY 74. 

Tiibl<'s attached as Apl)cndix II an<l .\i)pendiA' III an> from t!i<* F.S. Office of 
lOducjition and provide an analysis and coini)arison witli Fls<*al Y<»ar VM7} allot- 
ments. Fiscal Year li>7n is conshh'rcd an inade(juate <'omparison he<'ause th<' 
appropriation for F>HKA Tith' III was $lifi,(X)(),(HK) less than that in FY 71. These 
tables are attached as sui^portivc <ioeumcnts. 

The tables in Api)endix II and III hav<' been translated into an action plan 
for Nevada in Table H. 'llie FY 7<; Part H allotment iw larger mainly iKMiiuse of 
f moving in the guidance and testint?. Tlth' III amount from Part (*. The Part (* 
allotment is only slightly smaller, but obviously Tlth' V actl\ities will n<«e(l to tap 
s4»me of the consolidation to sustain programs and projects. ()v<»rall, tin* figures 
show N<'\^i(la actually gains In FY 7(1 but only if th<» Coinmissioner's snare of 
Title III. Section 30<» is not lnclude<l in state rec<'ii>ts for prior years. 

In FY 77 the state has taken the maximum alIow<»<i for ndniinistration out of 
Part B because Part C is actually $20,()()0 short o/ meeting the allowed set-asiite 
Un Title V at FY 73 lev<»ls. The losses to programs nre t»bvious and <lram}iti<'. 
Tlie ultimate effei t will be to terminate innovative* i»rograms and redue<> supi)ort-«|^ 
for libraries and materials, equipment, and gui<lan<'e an<l t<'stlng at the lo<*al 
h'vWs. Tills will create lay-off con<litions for some teachers an<l aides at the local 
level and consultants and <'lerlcal staff at tlu' sfate lev<'l. It is diffi<'u!t to surmise 
how other states In sindlar conditions will react, hut it would bo logi<'al to as- 
sume some comparable a<'tion. 

ALTERNATIVES 

n ) The Congress <'an do nothing, in which case tlu' ultimate' <'ffect of program 
re<luctions and terminations and staff lay-offs will undoubte<lly prevail. 

(2) Tiie Congress can allow the formula to work as <lescrilM'd in Sec'tion 401 
and Section 402. hut Insert language in either the substantive or the appropria- 
tion legislation raising those states falling beiow the FY 74 level (the ba.se year) 
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in any ttHcal year uft4T KY 7." to the FY 74 level iuu\ appropriating tlie f!in<ls 
therefor. The nnif)unt of H»ipi^)letneatiil funding re(Hiire(! to neconiplisli tliis cum 
l>e determined from the third eolurnn in each of tattles 1, and 4 as follows: 

Table 1, i)art>H, nscnl year 1UH\ _ $l,l>7<». 020 

Tahle 2, part (\ fisral year 1070 _ ^ li, 0H.H8« 

Tahle a. part H, tiHciil year 1077 ........ 2, or.L* 

Tahle -f, part (', fiscal year 1077 . . 0. ;;o>i. !MK» 



' - 14. «*J7. 758 

(3) The t'oiiKresB ran allow' the formula t(» work as it exists and increase 
the autliorizations and ain^ropriations to assure the I'Y 74 level for all states. 
'Hi is would cost an estimattHl $3(H,li07,^)2 for Tart C al<»ne. iWsides all the otlier 
shortcominRH of this alternative, tlie ('(jst alone makes it highly undesinil)le. 

14) The Conuress can amend the Part C allotment formula to provide an ecjual 
hasp distribution with the remainder apporticauMl on the rntl<t of chflldren a^ed 
rH-17, inclusive. In this case the allot nients would be as listiMl in Table (\, and 
would re(iuire no a<lditional funding f<tr Tart ('. Part H caruiot lie calculated in 
this manner without additional fundluu. 

(5) The (.'ouKress can prrndt a "hold harudess" at J'*Y 74 levels with a pro rata 
share of remainders, in wliich case the amounts would be as listed in Table 7 and 
reciuire no additional funding. 

(6) The Congress can delay appropriatiouH for KY 77 thereby causing the 
"tricKer" to fail and throwing prouraum baVk Into if <ateKorical Uiode. This also 
would require no addltioua'l funding, but it. wctuld not help those statics expe- 
riencing losses Ijn 7B. 

(7) The ConKresscan appropriate $1 less than the a mount required to "triKKer" 
the consolidation, a^ain reverting to the eate^rorical mo<le. This would reijuire 
no additional f undinK, .,and attain, would not help those states losing In KY 7(1 

A survey has beeii conducted of all the states sctlicitiug their coniUK*nts with 
respect to this prol)lem. As of Mny 30, l!i7r), responses had IxM'n received from 
41 <»f the clilef state school (dllcers. The seventeen umjor loss states naturally 
favor retaining the KY 74 levels, Ki^ht state.«t experiencing minor losses in Part C 
for KY 1% but uainiuu in Part H expressed support for the FY 74 level as a 
minimum for all states. Twelve states experiencing losses in Part H for FY 77 
but gaining In Part (* expressed supfwirt for the FY 74 level as a minimum for 
all states. Of the renuilning states, one expre>?sed a neutral position, two in- 
dicated n lack of desire to give up the increased fimding (both' urging a suppler 
mental appropriation), and another was agreeable^ to any acMon that would 
prevent any state from receiving less than the FY 74 level. 

Of all the alternatives 4)resented, alternative 2 api)eared to have overwhelming 
support, and we are informetl that a great majority of ('(mgressmen have been 
so advis«'d by the respective states. 



The admirdstratlve re(piirements on the states luive not been Iesserie<l in spite 
of the spirit »f the consolidatiou and the single application, '^I'hp Act tlernaads 
that J>""n«l program plans be developed for each separate program and that the. 
hxal education agency applications be permitted to address the .separate pro- 
grain.s. Advisory councils nre still required ; tecbnicitl assistance, evaluation an<l 
refiorting retpiirements arp increased. / 

Administrative sui)f>ort under categorical Title II was r)% or $50,000, and for 
ESKA Title 111, 7Vj% or $150,000. The new Title IV permits 5% or $225,()0(». 
which provision will cause losses to «omp of the larger states as indicated in 
Table A-^, Appendix ' III. The losses pxpi:psse<l are. in the aggregate, actually 
$1,0(K),00() less than administrative losses in Fiscal Year 1074. 

ALTERNATIVE 

( 1 ) The Congress cnn amend tlie substantive lnnguat.p to permi't ndnilnistrntlve 
costs a t 7 Vj % o,r $225;000, wli ii-lieveris greater. 
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This statement doCN not dln'rtly address tin* m^ inv problems and reforninfnda- 
tlouH (Mmtalru-d In the teHtiniony of my diHtintcnlHhed panel eollea«Ufiii I have 
complete kaowledge of the statements nwuTe by them, the statements haw hwu 
eonsidered by the state of Nevada. andT the state eoncurn with the positions 

-DISTRIBUTION OF FUND*d)N(«R PUBLIC LAW 89- 10 AS AMf NDf D BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380, TlTLf 4V 
PT, B. LiBfiAR/tS AND LEARNING BtSOURCtS FISCAL YIAR 1976 



prese^ited to you today. 



TABLE 1. 



Fiscal y«ar 1974 
Slali imounU ' allotmtnts » 



Nigitivt 

difterencc 



Unittd States and outly.n| ar.as . . . . Jl 37^330. 000 _ J137. 330. f>-) 

50 SUtts. District of Columbia, and Putrto R.co . 135.834.172 136.726.231 >1. 979.0 20 

^Alabama 2. 339. 205 2.371.922 327717 

{K?^"'* 2'jO,818 234.120 0 

- 1.424. 113 1.290.522 0 

!l.««V' 1.301.669 \,m.m 797 

rlSfi .V" 12.556.971 12.523.335 0 

1,608.365 1. 546^555 ^ 0 

1,949 787 1.890,468 0 

£Su.I?r. ' 396,667 390.173 ^ 0 

4.403.497 4,156.907 0 

V2Lla\ 3. 144.SS0 3.099.193 0 

S?'*"- 547.061 541,501 0 

543,278 528.603 0 

\°*"^ " ' V- 7 1 12 491 7,157.U9 44.688 

"T" ■ 3 485 011 3.535.622 «50,6U 

■ r 863 613 1,907.360 43.747 

'j^' --- - 1.365 042 1.424,644 59,602 

5»"?" 2 150 299 2.179.836 29.537- 

.^•'V'!'^^^ 2' 686 649 2.721.652 35, 0(*3 

i^ouJslana 707 713 713.576 6.403 

. - ' 2 676.362 2.665.542 0 

Maryland. 3 606 159 3,557.682 0 

MassachHjsttts - 6 186 270^ 6.294.069 107,799 

Ky^'^'t*" 2 659' 822 2.728.758 o 68,936 

M l!r4!!?J« " l'. 642. 403 1.571,316 0 

K;?i"PP'- 2 973 213 3,078.474. 105.261 

- 512 2C5 518,496 6.291 

N^hrfrf. • 986.173 984.402 0 

369 7/3 340.495 0 

Ntvada si?' 849 Mi ^62 0 

Nr« Hampshire 4 521 454 4.437;39C 0 

f»"llf"»y - ■82a* 191 828.044 0 

New Mexico ... 10 823 688 10.659.486 0 

• • . 3345:702 3.335.8'.0 0 

North Carolina.... 436*953 ' 448! 469 11,516 

NorthDakota. 7 044,168 7.234.947 190,779 

Onto 1 642 470 1,675. 50< 33.034 

Oklahoma.. l' 360* 213 1,334,065 0 

OrHOn- -- 7:313.595 7.509.828 196,233 

Pennsylvania. • eg. 999 591 795 0 

Rhodelsland 1840*041 1,862.652 13,611 

South Carolina.. 475*743 489 721 13,978 

South Dakota, 2 572' 743 2 580. 440 7, 697 

Tennessee ... . , 7 801*883 71 815, 727 13,844 

843*. 256 837. 79£ 0 

326.157 323.852 0 

Vermont.. 3 081 125 3.038.673 0 

V'ff'n'a - . -. 2; 179, 843 2,203,983 24.140 

Wa-ihinrtpiT. ^ 1 129 343 1,139,707 10,364 

WestMinia sT*^ ^ 3*090*423 3.175,375 84.952 

Wisconsin . ' 247 648 246,842 0 

Wyoming. .. ..:>ia^ 410 468 406.489 0 

District of Columbia. 1 934*871 2 722 351 787.480 

Puerto Rico - ■ " -4^ -'=; 3-=:.^J_W^. = ----- 

„ „ M95.828 603.769 

Outlying areas > 

I Distribution of funds undfr provisions of sec. 401(cXl). as in State lisUnt (budget office division), feb. 5, 1975. 
« Grant allotmwit totals for fiscal ytar 1974, 
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TABLE 2.-DISTRIB(UTIDN DF FUNDS Ur*OER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-380, TITLE IV 
PT. C, EDUCATIDNAL INNDVATIDN AND SUPPDRT: FISCAL YEAR 1976 ' 




Fiscal ytar 1974 
Statt amounU > aMotmtnU > 



Nesativt 
difftrtnct 



Unittd States and outlying arias 



J168.952.375 $165,029,250. 



50 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico 167, 271, 410 " 163. 527^468 



Hawaii 

ld«ho 

Illinois... 

Indiana \_ 

Iowa A. 



Kansas 

Karjlucky 

Xoutsiana 

Maint 

Maryland ...... 

Massachusttts . . 

Michigan 

Minnesota. 

^lAississippi 

'l/lissourt 

Montana 

Noliraska 

Ntvada 

New Hampshire.. 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

-North Carolina. 
North Dakota. 

Ohio 

Oklahoma. 
Oregon. 



Pennsylvania. 

Rhode hland 

South Carolina.. 

South Dakota 

T'ennessee 

Tfxa^. 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington.- 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

District of Colf^mbia. 
Puerto, Rico 



Outlying areas. 



2, 903. 412 
733, 014 
1,925.516 
1,830,010 
14, 020, 378 
. 2» 153. 263 

2, 523, 532 
878, 251 - 

5,213, 364 
3, 780. 898 
1.047,673 
1, 026. 840 
7, 947, 805 
4. 101,135 
2,415, 507 
1,939,426 
2,710,786 

3, 185, 435 
1, 188. 006 
3, 273, 927 
4,258,254 ~ 
6, 848, 227 

3, 204, 387 
2, 136. 807 
3, 594, 490 

997, 205 
1,M)2,657 

857, 935 
1, 016, 229 
5,289, 554 

1. 304>711 
12, 132, 324 

3, 999, 809 
927, 398 
7,774,074 - 

2, 195,683 

1, 915, 72r 
8. 114,073 
1,091,383 

2, 381.203 
957, 654 

3, 168, 822 
8, 586, 199 

1, 323, 732 
798,549 

3, 713; 306 

2, 763, 343 
l,en,217 
3, 632, 561 

723, 753 
912, 548 
2, 709, 424 



1, 680. 965 



2. 805, 134 
■ ' 840,537 

1, 780, 688 
1.829,993 

13, 369, 828 

2, 038, 058 
2,475,893 

986, 657 
4, 750, 879 

3, 555. 592 
I. 120, 125 
1.101.332 
7, 672. 786 
3. 955, 258 
t 389, 570 
2, 006, 697 
2,621.900 
2, 991, 487 
'1,260,015 
3, 099, 007 
4, 102, 189 
«. 533, 286 

074, 900 
2, 070, 803 
3, 507. 874 
1, 090, 050 
1.551,741 

947. 174 
1 088, 720 
5, 062, 725 
1, 331, 560 
11, 739, 991 
3,835,042 

1, 034, 899 
7, 522,814 

2, 207, 641 
1, 918. 024 
7, 929, 530 
1, 190, 463 

2, 303, 685 
1, 067, 905 
3, 050. 981 
8, 027,890 
1, 354, 337 

915,881 

3, 537, 542 
2.743,230 
1. 740. 292 
3, 444, 918 

153, 161 
1,060.411 
3, 072, 183 



1, 501, 782 



(2,014, 886 
0 

107, 523 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

108,401 
0 
0 

72,452 
74, 492 

' 0 
67,271 
0 
0 

72, 099 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

92, 845 
49, 084 

89, 239 
' 72,491 
0 

26, 849 

0 
0 

107, 5dl- 
0 

11,958 
2,303 
0 

99, 080 

0 . 
110,251 
0 
0 

30, 605 
117, 332 
0 
0 

■ 63,075 

(y 

129, 408 
- 147, 863 
362,759 



I Distribution of funds under provisions of sec. 4(>l(c)(2) as in State listing (budget office/ division), Feb 5 
' Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974. ^ /> • 



1975. 



TABLE 3.-D1STR1BUT1DN DF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IV,>T. B, LIBRARIES AND LEARNING 

IRESDURCES: FISCAL YEAR 1977 



Fiscal year 1974 
State amounts > allotments > 



Alabama.. 
Alaska.... 
Anzona... 



2, 340, 573 
246, 786 
1, 382, 003 
1, 288, 414 



Set footnotes at end of table^' 



2, 371, 922 
234, 120 
1, 290, 532 
r, 302, 466 



Negative 
difference 



United States and outlying areas T.....: J137, 330,000 J137, 330,000 • 

^0 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Rico 135, 970, 297^^ I3'6, 726, 231 $2^266, 952 



31, 349 

0 
0 

13, 982 



EMC 



8o 



/ TABU 2.-0ISTRIBUTI0N OF FUNDS U^fOER PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE lY. PT. B. ClBRARIES AND LEARNING 
^ RESOURCES FISCAL YEAR 1977— Continutd 



^ Fiscal 'vMr 1974 . , Nngtiv* 

StaU amounts > illotmtnts > difttrtnct 



Califorma . 12,697 802 12,523,335 0 

Colorado. !' ' 1.600.214 1,546,555 0 

Connecticut 1.956,106 1,190.468 0 

oSuwa/, " 381,869 390,173 8,304 

Florida 4,455,141 4,156.907 . 0 

Gtofttia . - 3,179,646 3,099,193 0 

Hawaii ' "v! • •'- - - • ' ^^^-^^^ 0 

"(Uho /: 524,745 528,603 3,858 

Illinois ' 7 ' ... . 7,149.007 7,157,179 ' 8,172 

Indiana . ■ 3.480.985 3.535,622 54,637 

naiana . 1,85^,989 1,907,360 47.371 

K,nsis' 1.392,394 1,424.644 32,250 

Ktntucky . - 2,145,741 2.179,836 34,095 

Louisiana 2.647,107 2,721, 65§ 74,545 

mni " 675,415 713,576 38,161 

Maryland ' 2.693.867 2,665,542 0 

Massachusalts 3,613,470 3,557,682 0 

M'ichican " 6.143,678 6 294,069 150,391 

Minntsota;:::::::::::;':.:::.: ::. 2,634,118 2,728,758 ^ 94,640 

Mississippi..... 1,615,800 1,571,316 0 

Missoun - - 2,971,826 3,078,474 , 106,648 

N,Sa 981,949 984,402 ,2.453 

Niiida . ■ ' 358,489 340,495 0 

NawHampshira.:: :.: -- 514,354 511,762. 0 

Nawitrsav - - ' 4,623,995 4,497,995 0 

NawMexiM" -- 802,705 828,044 25,339 

iJIv-York ' - 11,004,068* 10.659.486 0 

Northcarohna;::::. 3,365,086 -3^35,850 0 

North Dakota 433,824 448,469 14.645 

Oh o 6, 977, 556 ' 7, 234, 947 257. 391 

Oklahoma ' " 1,618,398 \ 1,675.504 57,106 

Oricon - 1,363,819 ' 1,334,065 0 

PtnnSylvVrffa' > ' ' 7,258,113 * 7,509,828 251,715 

fiffislandr - 581,896 591,795 9,899 

S carolini • 1,836,609 1,862.652 ^ 26.043 

sSS h Dako S : 459, 102 ^ 489, 721 29, 919 

Tannassia ^" -- - 2,561,381 2,580.440 19, '059 

Ttm " ' - - 7.710,121 7:815,727 105,606 

Utah 813,096 837,796 24,700 

Vtrmont' 303,937 323,852 19,915 

Vircim?' ■ ' " --- 3,091,322 . 3,038,673 0 

WaEfiton< . 2,174,317 2,203.983 29,666 

wStViflMma 1 096,250 1,139,707 43,457 

Wrsams.n . 3,060,149 3,175,375 U5. 226 

SSnl " . 231,200 246,842 15,642 

DistnctStcoWmbia::. " : . A?'^^ -o^?^o'^?^ JAl^. 

PuartoRiCQ ' ^ 2,225,149 2,722,351 _ ^97. ?02 

Outlying areas , - - ■ - - - " "l, 359, 703 ^ " 603, 769 " . / 



» Distribution of funds undar provisions of sec. 402<a)(2) as in State listing (budget office request Jan. 31, 1975). 
> Grant allot-nent totals for fiscal year 1974. " ^ * 

TABLE 4.-DISTRIBUTIQN OF F.UNDS..UNDEI? PUBLIC LAW 89-10, TITLE IV, PT, C, EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION 
AND SUPPORT: FISCAL YEAR ^977 



' . Fis' j| year 1974 Negative 
State amounts ' alloi.nents > difference 



Unite(^ States and outlylng^reaj ^72,' 888, 000 $16 5,029, 250 . ^. — - - 

50 States, District of Columbia and Puerto Wco. 171,176.238 163.527,468 $9,366,900 

Alabama ' ^ ' T. : :. .T 1. . 2,946,602 ~2,805.134 ^ 

• ' • 310 685 : 840,537 529,852 

Ariione ^ 1.739.836 K 780, 688 40.852 

Artansas 1.622.103 . 1.I29,9W 2Q7. 890 

CalXnia' ' "'" /- 15.985.5fr2 13.369.828 0 

SSo .- 2,014,547- 2.038,058 23.511 

SnMcScut - ' 2.462.588 2,475,893 13,305 

SifJ^fr, , 480,744 * 986.-657 505.913 

norlda -- 5.608.683 4.750,879 0 

'GeoJiV ' 4.002,932 3,555.592 . ^ 0 

Idaho. 1.101,332 440.717 



See footnotes et end of table. 



JC 
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TABLE 4 



-DiSTRieUTlON OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89-10. TITLE IV, PT. C. EDUCATIONAL INNOVATION 
AND SUPPOKt; FISCAL YtAR 1977--Conttnufd ♦ 



Illinois 

Indiana. . 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Ktfttucky 

Louisiana 

Maint.... 
Maryland. . 
Massachusetts. 

Michigan 

Minntsota. 

MississMpi 
Missouri 
Montana. . . 
Ntbraska . . 
Ntvada 

Ntw HAmpshire 
Nfw itrsey 
Ntw Mexico 
Ntw York 
North Carolina! 
North Dakota 
Ohio 

Oklahoma 
Ortgon 

Ptnnsylvania . . . 
Rhodf Island 
South Carolina 
South Dakota 
Ttnnesset_ 

Ttxas 

Utah V 
Vtrmont . « 
Virginia. 
VIkshiniiton 
WMt Virginia 
Wisconsin ... . 
Wyoming. 

District of jColumbia. 
Putrto Rifo 

Outlying artas 



'I 



' Fiscal 


ytar 1974 


Nvgitivo 


imounts ' aUotmtnts ' 


d 1 Hirvncf 


9, OCO. 055 


7, 677, 786 


* 0 


4. m. iS* 


3, 955, 528 


Q 


2, 341. bl4 


2, 389, 570 


47 936 


1, 752 918 


2, 006, 697 




2. 701. 3Z5 


?, 621,900 


' 0 


3. 132, 5C6 


2,991,487 ' 


0 


850, 296 


1. 260. 105 




3, 391, 373 


3. 099, 007 


0 


4, 549, 083 


4, 102, 189 


0 


7, 734, 423 


6, 533, 286 


0 


3, 316. 154 


3, 074, 900 


0 


2. £34, 169 


2. 070, 803 


36 634 


3,714, 302 


3. 507.874 


0 


627,91 1 


1,090, 050 


462, 139 


1 236. 199 


1.551, 741 


315 542 


^51.311 


947, 174 


~ 9 J . OO J 


647 533 


1.088. 720 


441 187 


5,821.257 


5, 662.725 


0 


1.010,544 


1.331,560 * 


321 016 


13.853.283 


1 1. 739, 991 


Q 


4 235. 128 


3. 839,042 


0 


546. 152 


I. 034. 199 


488 747 


8,784.211 


7, 522,814 


0 


2, 037, 440 


2, 207. 641 


170 201* 


1, 7 16, 944 


1,918,024 y 




9, 137.411 


7,929. 630 


0 


732 563 


1, 190, 463 


' 457.900 


2.312.151 


2, 303, 6«5 


0 


571.855 


1.067,905 


489, 050 


3 224, 584 


3,050. 981 


0 


9. 706,455 


8,027, 890 


0 


1.023.625 


1. 354. 337 


330.712 


382.633 


915, 881 


533, 248 


3,191,739 


3, 53 A' 542 


0 


2, 737. 299 


2, 743.230 




1. 380.096 


1.704,292 


32^, 196 


3.852.495 


3, 444,918 


0 


291,063 ' 


853,161 


562, 098 


506, 907 


1.0^0.411 


S53, 504 


2 801.293 


3,072, 183 


t70, 890 


1,711,762 


1,501,782 





Distribution cf funds undftr provisions of sec.402(aK2) as in State listing (budgtt office) Jan: 31, 1975. 

< Grant allotment totals for fiscal year 1974, ^ 

TABLE 5.-NEVADA DEPARTMENT Of EDUCATION, ESTIMATED FISCAL YEAR 1976-77 ALLOCATIONS COMPARED * 
WITH FISCAL YEAR 1974-TITLE IV, PTS. B AND C^BLIC LAW 93 380 

* Fiscal ytar— 

4 19,74 1975 ' • 1976 (tsti matt) 1977 (tstimatt) 

Statt Statt Statt Statt 

admmis- Programs/ adminis- Prbgrarfts/ adminis* Programs/ adminis- Programs/ 

Program trations projects trations projects trations projects t/ations projects 

^ESEAM 30,000 * 200,488 30,000 225,119 15,000 108,078 NA NA 

NDEAIII.. 13,333 ^54,435 13,333 41,886 6,666 28,991 . NA NA 

ESEA III (G, C and T) . . NA NA NA NA 25,096 . NA NA 

Pt. B consolidation .. ^ NA NA NA NA 21,667 164,245 ^ 225,000 '133,489 

Total pt. B type " , ] ' ' 

programs ' 43, 333 254, ?^ 3 43, 333^ 267, 005_ 43,333 326,410^ 225,000 133,489 

298, 256 ^ - 3 10, 338 369, 743 358, 489 

ESEA 111 150,000 414,867 150,000' 379,768 ^150, 000 307, OW NA ' n'a 

fSEAv 0 351,334 0 351,334 0, 175,270 NA NA 

8p7and 808. 0 0 NA NA NA NA NA NA 

Pt. C consolidation NA NA NA NA 75,000 225,655 Q 451,311 

Total pt. C typt 

programs 150,000 766, 201 150,000 731, 102 _ 150,000 707,935* 0 451,311 

•'916 ,201 881,102 857,935 451,311 ^ 

, Total pts, B and 

Ctype . , ' 

programs 193.333 1,021, 124 193,333 998,^07 ^ 193, 333 1, 034, 345 225,000^ 584,000 ' 

' 1, 214, 457 X , 1, 191,440 1,227,678 "809,800 



0 

ERLC 



8^) 



TABU e.-CQUAL BASE DISTRIBUTION 



Pfrcfntagfls 

5, to 17 



Pt. C, titif 



, Alabama. 

. Alaska 

J Arizona 

'Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connacttcut 

Datawara 

Florida 

Gtoffia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Ktntucky 

tbuisiana 

Maint 

Maryland 

Maseeh usfltts 

Mlchlfan 

Minnasota 

Mississippi. 

Missouri 

Montana . 

riabraska 

Navada 

Naw Hampthira. . 

N«w Jarsty 

Naw Maii^o 

Naw York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio.. 

Oklahoma 

Ortfon 

Pannsylvania 

Rhoda Island. 

South Carolina 

^outh Dakota. 

Tannassea 

Taias - 

Utah 

Varmont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wast Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

District of Coiumbia. 
Puarto Rico 

Subtotal 

Outlying -a raas 

Total 



1 n 


3, 006, 261 


18 


S45, G80 


1.01 


2,009,172 


.95 


1.925, 671 


9. 34 


13, 699, 896 


1. 18 


2. 248, 444 


1.44 


2, 613, U9 


28 


985,411 


3. 28 


5. 195. 50r 


2.34 


3, 176. 346 


.40 


, 1, 153, 820 


39 


1. 139, 786 


5 26 


7, 974, 171 


2.S6 


4, 185. oi; 


1. 36 


2, 501,050 


1.02 


2, 023 906 


1.58 


2, 809, 790 


1.95 


3, 329. 034 


50 


1. 294, 156 


1 98 


3. 371, 135 


2 66 


4, 325. 424 


4 52 


6,935.681 


1 94 


3. 315[001 


1 19 


2, 262 478 


2 19 


3. 665^ 842 


37 


" 1, 111 719 


72 


1 602 896 


26 


957' 348 


.38 


1. 125] 753 


3 40 


5. 363 913 


.59 


1, 420.459 


109 


11.94$ 690 


2 47 


4, 058, 784 


32 


1.041 6^1 


5 13 


7 79l' 734 


1.19 


2! 262. 478 


1-00 


1. 995. 839 


5. 34 


8 086 440 


-43 


1, 195! 92f 


1. 35 


2. 487.015 


.34 


1.069.618 


1.88 


3. 230. 799 


5.67 


8. 549. 549 


.60 


1. 434.<D93 


.22 


901,214 


2.27 


3, 778,111 


1.60 


2, 837, 857 


.81 


1. 729, 199 


2.25 


3, 750, 044 


.17. 


831.046 


.30 


1,013. 483 


1.64 


2. 893. 992 




171.159.120 




1,728, 880 


100.01 


172.868, 000 



Nota: Basts tor calculations— 1 parcant (|1, 728 880) raservtd for outlying araas; 18 parcont of ramaindar (130.108,642) 
dividad aqually among Statas. District of Columbia and Puarto Rico; balanca (|140.J50.478> par ratio of chiidran aged 

5tol7. ^ 
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TABLE 7.-W0RRSHt£T ON PROPOSAL FOR A HOLD HARMLtSS AT FISCAL YEAR 1974 LEVELS 



Pt B ^ NMdtomalch 

— '■ ' lucal yfir 

Nttd to match Shart of G 1974 Itss G. 

fiscal ytar 19/4 C, and \ Total pt Bfi C. and T 



Alabama 
Alaska 
Arizona 
Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

DfUwarf 

Florida . 

Gtargia . 

Hawaii , 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana . 

Iowa . 

Kansas 

Ksfltucky 

Louisiana > 

Maint 

Maryland 

Maisachusfftts 

Michigan 

Minnnota 

Mississippi ' 
Missouri «i 
Montana . 
Ntbraska . 
Nflvada. 
Nflw Hampshirt 
Ntw)«rs«y 
Ntw Mtiico 
Ntw York 
North Carolina. 
Morth Dakota. ' 
Ohio. 
Oklahoma 
Ort|on 
Pt nnsylvania 
RhQdt Island 
South Carolina. . ' 
South Dakota.. 
Ttnntsstt 
T»jc»s . . 
Utah. 
Vfrmont. . 
Vir|inta 
Washington .. 
Wtst Vir|inia. 
Wisconsin . 
Wyoming . 
District of Columbia 
.Putrto Rico ... 
Oullyini artas 

J 



2.051. 730 
20b 083 
1. 13b 191 
1. 131. 8J6 
10 735.821 
1 3b6.060 

1 635 585 
341 766 

3 ^M. J19 

2 674 284 
474 6/3 

• 464. 907 
6 147.508 

3 OM, 713 
1 665 494 
I 235 055 

1 896 451 

2 372 02^ 
628. 20B 

2 303.606 

3 050 5?5 
5,458, 713 

1 369 960 

1, 372, 794 

2 656 749 
456 131 
857 3^9 
298, 256 
448, 748 

3, 854, 929 
733. 488 
9, 064,619 

2. 871, 058 
392. 795 

6, 253,575 
1,461,629 

1, 157,319 
6, 458. 100 

514. 055 
1.634.365 
430.087 

2, 224,803 
6. 777. 532 

741,001 
284. 982 
2.615, 549 

1. 899, 298 
992. 654 

2, 761.998 
216,892 
346, 687 

2. 245,050 
516, 170 



320 192 
^8.037 
lf»5 341 
163,630 
1. 787 474 
190 495^ 
2:)4 883 
48 407 
592 788 
424, 909 
66 828 
63. 696 
1.009.671 
480. 909 
241.866 
189. 589 
283. 385 
349 627 
15. 368 
361 936 
507, 157 
835. 356 

358. m 

198. 522 
4^1. 725 

62 365 
l?7 073 

42, 239 

63,014 
643, 066 

94. 556 
1. 594,867 
464, 792 

55. 674 
981,372 
213,875 • 
176. 746 
1.051. 728 

7>, 740 
228. 287 

59. 634 
355. 637^ 
1,038, 19* 

96, 795 

38, 870 
4 23, 119 
304, 685 
147,053 
413, 377 

29, 950 

59.802 
477,301 

87. 599 



Total. 



2.371 922 
120 

1 290 532 
1 m 466 
12 b2J 335 
I 546,555 
! 890. 468 
• 390,1/3 
4. 156 90/ 
3 099, 193 
541 501 
528 603 
7. 157 179 

3, 535 622 
1,907 360 
1.424 644 
2, 179 836 
2, 721 652 

713.576 
2. 665. 542 
3.557 682 

6. 294, 069 

2. 728. 758 
1, 571, 316 
3.078.4/4 

518. 496 
984, 402 
340. 495 
511, 762 

4. 497, 995 
n44 ' 

10, 659; 486 

3, 335, 850 
448. 469 

7, 234, 947 
• 1,675.504 

1,334, 065 
7. 509. 828 
591, 795 

1. 862, 652 
489. 721 

2. 580, 440 
7, 815. 777 

837, 796 
323. 852 
3.038.673 

2, 203. 983 

1, A9.J07 

3. 175,375 
246, 842 
406, 489 

2, 722, 351 
603, 769 

137,330,000 



2.805 134 
MO 537 
1 780 688 

1 829 993 
13 369 828 

2 038 058 

2 4/5.893 
986 6b7 

4 750. 879 

3 555. 592 
1 120 125 

1 101 332 

7 672 786 
3 955, 258 

2 389.570 
2 006 697 
2 621.900 

2 991 417 

1 260. 105 

3 099.007 

4 102, 189 
6 533. 286 
3 074.900 

2 070. 803 
3, 507 874 
1.090. 050 
1 551,741 

947.174 
1,088, 720 
5,062,725 
1, 331, 560 
11, 739,991 
3,835,042 

1, 034, 899 
7,522. 814 

2, 207, 641 
1. 918, 024 
7,929.630 

1. 190, 463 

2. 303. 685 
1.067. 905 
3,050. 981 

8 027.890 
1.354,337 

915.881 

3. 537. 542 

2. 743, 230 
I. 704. 292 

3. 444; 9VB 
8f>3,4tl 

}. 060, 411 
3,0;.2, 183 
I. 501. 782 



Pt C 



Shart of 

diitnbuhun 



133 818 
14. 004 
78.579 
73 911 
7^*6 667 
91 806 
112 0J4 
21 ;34 
255, 189 
182.055 
31. 120 
30 342 
409. 236 
199, 172 
105 810 
79. 357 
122 926 
151 711 
38. 90U 
154.047 
-206. 952 
351 633 
150 935 
92. 583 
170. 385 
28 786 
56.017 
20,228 
29, 564 
264, 525 

45. 902 
629,415 
192, 170 

24, S96 
399, 122 

92.583 
" 77,801 
415,460 

33, 454 
105.032 

26. 452 
146, 267 
441. 135 

46. 681 
17, 116 

176, 609 
• 124,482 

63.019 
175,053 

13.226 

23. 340 
127.594 

78. 587 



Total pt C 



2 938.952 
854. 541 
1 859 2hl 

1 903.904 
14 096. 495 

2 129 864 

2 5«7,9W 
1 008 441 

5 OdB 060 

3 737,647 
r 151 245 

1 131 674 
8 082 022 

4 154.430 

2 495, 380 
2. 086 054 
2. 744. 826 

3 143. 200 

1 299 005 

3 253 054 

4 309, 141 

6 884 919 
3 225 8J5 

2 163 3a6 
1 578. 2j9 
1 118, 836 
1 607 758 

967, 402 
1, 116, 284 
5. 327.250 

1. 3r7,462 
12, 369, 406 

4. 027, 212. 
1,059, 795 

7. 921.936 

2. 300. ?24 
1. 995. 825 

8. 345, 090 
1,223.917 
2.408, 717 
1.094. 357 

3. 197, 248 
8, 469, 025 
1.401.018 

932, 997 
3, 714,451 
2,867, 712 ■ 
1, 767.311 
3,619,971 

866. 387 
1.083. 751 
3, 199. 777 
1, 580. 369 

172.888.000 



.XlM'K.NDIX I 



Al I.iX \ I lO.N I'OUXt I I TITI.F: IV, PAKTS It A ( . IM . I .'{Xfi 

/*,/.. fiS-SHO 

1% to rxti*ii Mtnte jiirI,vjili4*tl(»iiH. 

Kroin ainoiintK appropivlnt^Ml fnr Vnri 15 or Pnrt C, dp both , . . nllot to (-n<li 
Miite friHii i'iU'h siirh tirnniint nii « mount wlilrh hvivrs tin* snmi' rntin fo >iuvh 
nniutint as Hie nninlf*-r of rhildn'ti afrM tiv<» to .xovontt'**!!. liulu.slvf\ iti tlic <iuH* 
h«'iirM to thf> minihcr yf s\h ]\ chlldrernn nil thv ntatos. 



ERIC 



8. 



83 \ ' 

VHum rn r I.. !» ; .■i>ni- j»aui h tyVk ritooKAMH 

KSEA THle Ji 

in to <»xtra state jurlndirtions. 

. . . allot to Hu h state nti jinHHint whit h Immits tlit- siimv nitiH tn tlu' iiinoinit 
iiiiiiibor ••■f <-lilhlr<fi ffiinll«Ml iti jmLlii- nml |tri\.»fc t-N'fiM-tilii r\ ;inil -ruoiuhiry 
RrluH'ls of riial stair luMfs !•» IIm- Inl.tl lUUjijiMT of < iiihll-'<'Il hi)i4*"rn| jrd' in Miili 
schools in all the siafi-N 

Mth A Titlr III 

HK'r rosiTveil. / 

. . '. allot to Huh stiUe an aniontit wlilcli hears the s.ifue r.iti«» to the aitiount 
appropriated at tlie* i)r<Mliiit of: lai ttte silmoi-aue pMpiilatinn i»f tlie stntf. and 
th) the statc .s allotiiieiit rntin. 

•"Allidaient ratio" \in\' t iif less tlmn the prodin t of <a) .')<)'', nn<l < h i llie 
(im»tlent (ddained hy dividing' tlu» inctane per eldhl n( s< h<»ol n«e fur the stale hy 
rh*' hn-onie per chihl of s< ho(d a^'e f<rr tlie I'.S., exrept that I he nlhittnetit ratio 
shall not he l^'ss than 3;i'*/*< or more than . 

Aduilnlstnition '2^/, for ext ra state jiirisdh thms. 

IMtlOK TO IM . II . -MM V\in < TVeK rit'KillAMH 

" H^HATith' /// 

to ipcTm Hta.(e JurNdiJ-tioiis. 
, . .«*J(M).<)(M> to ea('*ir^trt44i.an<l the renin ltnler as f(»lh»\vs : 
la I Ati unuMiril w hh-h hea rs ThT»-«4jne ratii) to "HK'r i»f"wiir{i reuininder us the 
niiiiiher of <'hlhlren n>;ed 17. Ini lnsive.'Ttl thujitnte hears to the nijndM'r i«f sm li 
rhlhlren in alt tlit» sfnte**. ami 

Liii Mtnouiif whieh hears tt^ie sjnne'rati<» t(» TiO' ; of suVh f+'iuaind<'r as the 
popiilirtTon iif the state hea rs to the population <»f all tlie>tate?- 

rsHA nth' I ' v\ 

2^;r of to v\ \ ra st a jnrisdT('nTms^,-,.^, \ ' 
< a ) 40 per < ent uai a hMinj; t he st at»>s \\\ »'»inni\rTtiiioiirjf s 

ih) All aino\iiit which hears the Mnni<^ ratia to fU) per rent utn nf-the remainder 
'as the niiitdier of ptihlie selux^ pMpil^ fit sMate hears to tlie ninnlMT of ]>uhli<' 
school pnpils ill till of the stittcs. 

Appkmux H / 

ANAi Ysfs OF ^.sTI^^AT^.l> aisntiarrioN' ok rrxDs i\ fis(m m.\h \u:-. nm 

KMl-.V IITIK I\. Kin < ATIO.V A^^K^IfM^^rS OF I .1 7 ) ' 

1. 7Vf''/e li I MhntvM the estirnaf«Ml distrihiittotj of .«i:i7.;Wr),(MHlnppri.prMed for 
Idhraries nnd I.earidim UestAirces with r»<KV allocated niuhT tlie fi»rniiila f*»r 
KSKA Title IV and the other fiO'/r distrllnited on the hasis.of th<' cj(te«nrl<al 
■ V fof nnilas f(»r KSKA Title II and M>KA Tille III. utie ha'lt the $1S iniliion 
formerly exfjoniled under KHKA III for Uiii<Iaace. (*onn»»elin>;. ami Testinu is 
also jli.ttrlhnf ed on a catj'jrorical hasis, hnt this will he mlminisf^.red in cnii- 
jum-tloa with the KSKA 'Htle III cate»:ori<jil projfram under Pnrt i\ The ills- 
trlhuttoi) for the ontlyiiiK' ivr^'as (Amerhan Satnon. <J»niiM. Trii^i Terrlti»rles. 
Vlrifln Islands) the l>epartinent of hefeiise. and the Hnrean of Iiidian AfTiiIrs 
have not lavn j-nh ulattHl. 

U. Tnhlr n 2 Hh(»wH the estimated di^trihnthai (»f $17;i.KMM.(xl() Mppropriat(Ml 
for Innovation and fSnpport. with r>()% alhxated iinrler the formula for KSKA 
Title IV and the other 50% distrlhnted on the hasis of the eatejrorical 
programs formulas for KSKA Title V, aiid KSI':A Title lit, U'ss .$1 k.s:!0.0<H) for 



' Not*. Trthlo!< B '^ thr0<nrh B s w»»r»» mtn [mi tod throciffh a hum] f-'ditilntlnn \tr<u'f*nm. 
\Vldl«» th4» "lata hiivi* Imhmj r*»-rh»'**k»'i!. i^rrorn may rxlst. 
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(iuidiiiice. Counxelini;, und Tt'stltm which is iti(-iu(ie<l In Part H. Al}^.' in<-lu<I(Hl 
in tlu* iMirt V cgiiHulldatlon an* urji»-lialf of tin* KY U>7 1 niniMints ni»pY<»i>riat«Hl 
for Dropout I»n'Vi»iition ( $4.(HM).(M)U ) aii<r Nutrition aiwi llealtli i $1,1HM),(KX) ) . Tht* 
othr.r lialf of tln»so fnuils. uad $i)<sr».02:» for FiSKA V, StTtlori rM pruJcM ts. wiii 
1m* nlliM-atcd to th«> ( 'ouimisKimuT for Uinrrt'tionary ^rnnts. Individual aiuotintH 
for tin- outlyiiiK affan. IH>I>, and HI A liavp not Iwvu <airula!rd 

III. Tdhlc li J ((inipari's tl»«* fstinuit<*d Hk'k'ii-k'ut juununt i*.Mh Slatr will re- 
K v\\{' in tiscal .vi-ar li)7t^ witli tht* ti»tnl State dist riinit ion f<ir ratcuorical iiroyarruH 
M-:SF:a II. NDKA hi. f:sKA hi. KSKA V) in n^ral >nir 1J>7.\ KundM for Nu- 
trition ami llfaltli. and Dropout Preventinn \v«»r«» not inrludiMl since thcf(» <-at«- 
uorlral disc retionary prouraa)s do not have State distrii)Ution*<. 

Althcniijli the iiuKreKate Increasen Ify approxlnnitely $Js ujillion. 7 Stat««s and 
!).('. hme funds. The losMew rar)i:i» fntm $11,731 to $80,i>4S. 

Alaslva . . .. f$n«, OH^l) 

Delaware . .__ , 71Ki) 

N'evttdii - . - _ - . , , . . _ ( $21». 070 ) 

North Da liota. . ($11.47.'i) 

South DaliiJta . . ($11,731), 

Vermont _ ($57. OHO) 

WynnilnK . . ($H(0. 04h) 

DiMtri« t of ('oIund>ia ^ . ($40, 0H7) 

Ten St n tew receive increa.st^M of $I,0()O.(MK) or uiore. 

IV. Tftblr compart^H Hncal year 1076 nmouutN a valla hie for LEA progruniH 
for tlie ac(|uiHitiotj of ^^(•hool lihrary and learning resoureew ; and jjuidanee, eoun- 
HellIl^ and tewtint;; and athnlnlst ration allowanceH. wltli the amountH availahle in 
flsj-al yt»jir ll»7r> for KSKA II and NDKA III. For imriM>s<'M of thin Tahle. the ad- 
ininist ration alh)\vnn('eH are tlu» niaxinniniH authorized hy^Rtatute (5% of the 
alhx'ation or the amount aHoWed in flHCal year 107:{, whiehevpr greater, for the 
con«>.s(dldntfMl r^O^, : 5% or$.'V),(K)0 for KSKA II categorical 50%). 

The Tahle mIiowh that 5 Htattrs would receive lens if the maxinium net asIdeH 
for -ndnilnistrntlon are exercised. The loswes are modewt, ranging from $302H 
(Nevada) to $2H,2()1 (Wyoming). All States gain In adtninlMtration allowanceH, 

V. Tnhir Z?-.*) compares fiscal year 1070 amounts availahle for LEA programs 
for innovathm. and admlnlHtiratlon allownnceM (Tart (' of KSKA IV) with the 
HHiountfl availahle in fiscal yeaj* 1075 for ESEA III. For purposes of this Tahle, 
the set asi<le for strengthening Iead**rship capahllities of State and local educa- 
tloiinl agencies Is the maximum authorized hy statue ( ir>% of the Tart (' allo- 
cation or the a.mount allocated for these activities In fiscal year 1973, whichever 
is greater). The administration allf)wancp8 are also the maximums (5% of the 

J* allocation, or the amount received in fiscal year 1073, whichever Is 
g rea t eTr^^--;--^ 

Witli the ex(^epnw«.^f Texas, all States lose funds, ranging frotn $X.164 
(Florida) to $.'^7. 027 ( DlKTitrt-oCCoIumhla ) . 



TAar.K.s FOR Fisc At. 



1. Tnhlr H^l l)tstrll)4itlnn <»f fu 
TiKj^ Part H. Lil>rarlc.s and Learrdn 

3S(). 



under P.L. WV 10. as. arneTnt 
esotirces : FY 107fi. 
Tab\r H J, Dlstrihuthui of funds under P.L. SO-10, as aim^nd«Hl hy P.L. 
Part (*. Educational Innovation atid Support : V^' I07<i. 



:\. Tftblr li-S. ( (iniparlson of total estimated distrlhutlon of funds un(U»r P.L. 
W) 10. as amen^fed hy P L. O.'V Part U and (' for FY 11»7« with t(d;il funds 
availahle In KY 107.'» for corr«'spotidlnK to categorical programs. 

4. Tfthir H-i. <*f»mparl.si)n of estimated distrlhution of funds und«*r P.L. HO-IO, 
as amended hy P.L. O.Vvl.SO. f*art H for administration and programs with cor- 
responding FY 1075 amounts. 

5. Tabic H Comparison of estimated dlstrlhntion (»f funds un^er P.L. KO- 1(1 
as amended hy P.L. 03-3K0. Part (' for ndmlnlstratUui and programs with cor- 
n'spnn«Ilng FY 1075 amounts. 
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Tablk H'l—DiMtribution of funds under public law H\K10, iitikl\\ an amvnded 
by public law U3~3t<0, part H, libraries anth It arniTi^f resources :\ fiscal yt ar uno 



Total State 
diiftritMtion * 



United States ami outlying areas- ~ . \- $137,330,000 



50 StaU-H, Diftrlct of ('oluinhlU, nnd I'uiTtJ) Ulco 



i:;ri, km. itl* 



Alabama - 
A In .ska — 
Arizona 
ArkaiihaH 

('(>iurail(-» 
ConnettU-ul 
Delaware 
Florida 
Georgia 
Hawaii 

Idaho 

lUlnolH 
Indiana 
Iowa _. 
KannaH 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Maine 
Marylarid 
Massachusetts 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
MisHlsHlpiti 
Missouri - 
Montana 




X 270 ^ 



Nelirasku ^ — ^ v-- 

Nevada 4 'v- 



New Hampshire.. 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

Nt^v York 

North Carolina- 
North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Orejjon ^ 

I Pennsylvania 

Uhode Ixland 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

TenneKsee 

TexaH 1 

ttah 

Vermont 

^'irginia 

\VaNhlnp:ton 

W^t Virj^lnla 

Wlscftnsln ^ 



•10. 



3 



33i^. 205 
•J50, MM 
424. 113 
301. 
5511. U71 

ooH, 3nr> 

941>, Th7 

:m, mi 

403. 497 
144. HMO 
547, 001 
543. 27M 
112. 401 

485. on 

M(a. «13 
365, 042 
150, 2i«) 
040 
0\l73 
(•.7(J. 
000, 
IHC 

650, M22 
042. 403 
J)73, 213 
512. 2()o 
J>SO, S73 
300. 743 
532, H40 
?)21. 454 
828, 108 
H23. 088 
.315. 702 
*43tl. 053 
. 04-^. 1<»M 
. iM2.X70 
. :m), 21^ 
, 313, 50.'t 

501, m) 

. S40. 041 
475. 743 
, 572. 743 
, 801. SK3 
S43. 250 
320. 157 
. 081. 125 
. 170. 843 
, 120, 343 
, m), 423 




\ 
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IHntrihution i>f fulfill iiiiittr uiihlir luir .S'l In i.ii. i\ . . 



lino 



• s ' . '/'ofol stuff 

\V>.rninif 1 _ ' di.trthunoH ■ 

DiHtrirt (if (^>haiibia. '"~ ~ " 

I'ut-rtu Ui«„ ... 



247, (\4X 
410. 
1. JW4. 871 



1, 4J>r», K2H 



iiniount ri.Hi'rv«Ml for on tlvJ nir nrf...« a .1 . ( oln»i)hln. nml Vuvrto Kirn 

HloriK of K.'(ttonM 4()l|r)(l) with rn^^^^^^^ jMHtrlbutlo,, of f„ndH nmU-r pmvi 

lll7;i an<l Apr. 1. 1«70 : 5 0 purren t JlKu^^^^^ 'V" popnUtlon. July , 

W^V'"" ^^"^ "-arlo nn the ninotint annro fr ;.t«. r i ^f""*" 

1974 or H.c„. 18V,, „ jXr,''r?:;';^;rri'„;,":;r7ucl, ^:p;rp";.„';'..,"a.;;:.,?;r;- 
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TABLE B-l.-OlSTRIBUTlON OF FUNDS UNDER PUBLIC LAW 89 10, TITLE IV. AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380. 



United Statts and outlyini artas 

.50 Statas. District of Columbia. 
V and Puarto Rico 



Alabama 

Alaska... . . 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

California ... 

Colorfdo 

Connacticut 

Dtlawart 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii . 

Idaho 

IIHnou 

Indiana 

Iowa . 

Kansas 

Kantucky 

Louisiana ... 

Maina 

JVIaryiand 

Massachusatts 

Mlcnifan 

Minntsota — 
Mississippi ... 

Missouri 

Montana . 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire . 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York . . 
North Carolina. . 
North Dakota. . . 

Dhio 

Oklahoma 

Oreson 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island 

South Carolina V . 
South Dakota. . . . 

Tennessee. 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont... 
Virfinia. 

Washington ... . 
West Virfinia. ^ 
Wisconsin 
WyaminB... 
District of Columbia. 

Puerto Rico . . 

OutlyinB areas . . 



> AND LEARNING RESOURCES 


. FISCAL YEAR 


1976 








Public Law 




NutA. title 


SO percent 


Public Law 


89 10, title 


NOEA, title 


III amount 


consolidation 


89 10, title II 


III amount 


III amount 


^ (adminis- 


amount ' 


amount * * (fuidanci) * • 


(grants) 


tration) * 1 


168.665. 100 


14S Of 1 QB1 


{9 084 255 


l\2. 663,924 


$964. 870 


67,9dS. 148 


45 496 981 


a 001 11 7 


12, 410. 646 


947. 985 


1, 170. 286 


732 773 


147 854 


274, 959 


13, 333 


123. 393 


74' 008 


17, 123 


22,961 


13, 333 


691, 001 


489' 567 


R7 Qia 


142, 224 


13, 333 


644, 242/ 


411 176 


•A 771 

0*, cfo 


148, 640 


ll 333 


6, 348, 900 




880, 061 


1,002,852 


67, 008 


Mo! 107 


540 518 


in? B1Q 

l\Jc, HI? 


151. 588 


13. 333 


978^ 053 


DOO. 93j 


126, 357 


145, 091 


13.333 


190, 935 


134 240 


26, 271 


31, 888 


13 333 


2,227 570 


1 465' 433 


303. 054 


383.930 


23,510 


1. 589^ 823 


' 995! 164 


1 QQ tU\C 


343,208 


16, 779 


272, 764 


1 77 uti 

Iff, 


36, 824 


46,656 


13, 333 


262, 373 


173 685 


34, 861 


59. 026 


13. 333 


3, 574, 504 


2 444 157 


IM Q77 


569, 127 


37, 726 


1, 74oi 492 


1, 166, 361 


219, 187 


340, 602 


18, 369 


929.994 


622 785 


lit QKU 


178 543 


13, 333 


696, 197 


440' 102 


10 J 


123! 247 


13. 333 


1, 072, 871 


D03, D03 


137. 326 


241, 084 


13, 333 


1, 323, 554 


870 284 


161, 537 


317. 305 


13. 969 


337! 70X- 




44. 903 


75^711 


13. 331 


1, 346,933 


910, 398 


169, 617 


235. 198 " 


14, 216 


1.806 735 


1 243 501 


233, 331 


304, 224 


19, 068 


3.071! 839 


2 118 075 


407, 136 


^56, 799 


32. 421 


1, 317 059 


* 901 475 


164. 029 


263, 359 


13,900 


807!900^ 


521' 044 


100. 267 


199. 859 


13, 333 


1, 485,)<12 


QOA CQ7 


192, 3^3 


282. 568 


15, 682 


249, 384 


lot, 


33, 115 


53, 809 


13. 333 


490 975 




64, SIO 


92,018 


13, 333 


179! ?45 


123, 078 


25, 096 


28,991 


13. 333 


257, 177 


176. 400 


34, 896 


51, 043 


13, 333 


2, 31 1! 99? 


1 (ill 711 


298. 481 


344, 864 


24, 401 


40l! 352 


OCA 1 70 


50, 122 


99. 212 


13, 333 


5 502, 034 


3. 707, 264 


769, 918 


786, 402 


58. 070 


1,682 043 


1 A£Q 1 Qa 

1, uo7. i^a 


215. 464 


361,244 


17. 753 


216, 912 


133, 494 


29. 156 


44. 058 


- 13,333 


3, 488. 778 


2 390 971 


471, 795 


655, 803 


36.821 


8O9! 199 


' 545! 856 


107, 440 


166 642 ' 


13. 333 


681, 909 


446, 356 


90. 357 


128, 258 


13, 333 


3, 629! 056 


2,493, 817 


505, 5^8 


646! 892 


38. 302 


290! 948 


195, 941 


40, 508 


51, 269 


13, 333 


918 305 


584,386 


115 421 


217, 596 


13, 333 


229! 901 


150,610 


30.921 


50, 978 


13, 333 


1,280. 691 


833. 818 


165, 86r 


278. 849 


13, 517 


3, 855, 061 


2, 581 994 


^ 520.096 


804,044 


40. 688 


406, 548 


276,335 


51,476 


95, 564 


13,333 


151,968 


105. 294 


21,661 


33.901 


13,333 


1, 545, 661 


1,022,872 


197,647 


298,632 


16, 313 


1,087, 158 


741, 309 


140. 300 


197, 743 


13,333 


548, 125 


374, 459 


73,247 


120, 179 


13. 333 


1, 530, 075 


1,040. 173 


190, 521 


313,505 


16. 149 


115, 600 


77,914 


17. 098 


'23. 703 


13.333 


201, 326 


140, 738 


30, 173 


24, 898 


13,333 


1. 112.575 


694, 879 


127.417 






679, 852 


454.970 ' 


90, 843 


253, 2^^ 


16, 8^^ 



1 Distribution of $67,985,148 on the basis of theivia7 17 populaflon, July I .TTOtAprtt-trW^Hw-ftterto-Rico)^ percent 
of area amount reserved. 

> Distribution of $45,951,951 under provisioiu of Public Law 89 10, title II: 1 percent ($454,970) of the 50 States, District 
of Columbia and Puerto Rico amount reserved for the areas: $45,496,981 distributed on the basis of total public and non- 
public elementary and secondary school enrollment, fall 1973. 

» Amount determined as follows fiscal year 1974 or fiscal year 1975 whichever larger, ESEA 11—95,250,000; Guidance— 
11,830.000; NOEA III 26.250.000; NOEA 111 (administration)— 2,000.000; these divided by, 142.330,000 times 68.665.000 
equals ESEA— 45.951 951, (guidance— 9.084,255; NOEA 111—12,663.924; NOEA III (administration)- 964.870, 

♦ Estimated by NCtS, f^EP. 

( Distribution of $12,663,924 with 2 percent ($253,278) reserved for the areas, and the balance distributed on the basts of 
the fiscal year 1976 NOEA State products of (1) fiscal vear 1976 and fiscal year 1977 NOEA allotment ratios, with limits of 
0.33>f and 0.66^ and (2) May 1 7 population Julv 1 1973. Puerto Rico Is included In the outlyini areas. 

* Distribution of $964,870 with 1.75 percent ($lb.885) reserved for the areas and the balance distributed on the basis of 
the May 1 7 population, July 1. 1973, with a mirrimum of $13,333. Puerto Rico is included in the outlying areas. 
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TABU B-2.-DISTRIBUT10N OF fUNDS UNDEp PUBLIC LAW 89- 10. TITLE IV. AS AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93 380 
FT. C. EDUCATIDNAL INNOVATION AND SUPPORT: fISCAL YEAR 1976 > 









Pll hi If 1 %\Mi 


Pll hi ir 1 a%Aj 








89 10, 


89 10 




Tntai ^tst* 
1 uiii diaie 


consolidation 


tittt Itt' 


title V 


- . — 


distributions ' 

_ . . . 


amoiMit ' 


ftfnniint 4 


iniount ' 




... - / 


iAf, iii OflO 

#00. VA/V 


$63. 781. 500 


tig 72r. 187 


^tatM rtiafrirt nf rnliimhift anH 








* 




167. 271. 410 


85. 588. 119 


63. 143. 685 


• IR !tl9 606 


At k 


2 903 412 


1 473 301 


1 1 01 , 608 


328 503 




' 733* 014 


IS5' 343 


415. 160 


162 511 




1, 925 516 


869 918 


787. 271 


268 327 


"•miis«3 - ... 




811 051 


767! 786 


25l! 173 


Cjlifornia . . 


14. 020. 376 


7, 992! 783 


4. 8O9! 463 


1, 218! 130 


WlUraUU. • 


Z\ 153. 263 


I 007! 274 


865! 141 


210' 848 


ounnwtiicui. ... .... 


2, b23, 532 


\ 231* 294 


988! 734 


303 504 


L/VMWal V ....... ..• 


' 878* 251 


240 372 


463! 204 


174 675 




5 213* 364 


2 104 341 


1, 895! iSO 


513 543 




J. / OU. 030 


7' 001' 166 


\, 374! 922 


404 510 


Hawaii 


I 047 673 


111 '^RQ 


' 518! 618 


IRs' 6f)6 


Idaho ' 


r n7f>' Kin 


330 307 


508* 305 


188 228 


lllinni* 


7 947 805 


i Son 


2 745! 454 


702 323 


Indiana 


4. 101. 135 


2. 191. 147 


1! 4/6! 165 ' 


433 »823 


I?** ■ ' ^ 


2 415* 507 


1' 170* 792 


' 949' 884 


294* 831 




r 939' 426 


' 876* 4S9 


8O9' 194 


253* 773 




2, 710. 786 




1, 046! 328 


?13* 796 




3' 1*85' 435 


1 6ft6 


l! 173! 456 


345* 726i 




\ , nil, 006 


425. 148 


56l!o43 


201! 815 




3' 273' 927 


1 RQS f>X6 


1 215' 886 


362 355 


Massacltusvtts .... .... 


4. 258. 254 


2. 274. 542 


1! 550! 438 


433! 274r 


Mir him^n 


g' g4g' 227 


3' 867* 211 


2! 326! 221 


654! 795 


Minnesota ... 


3, 204, 387 


\, Sbi, 077 


1! 186! 541 


359! 769 


Mississippi . 


7' llfi Rf.7 


1 017 njis 


85l! 745 


267 977 




3 59*4. 490 


1 870. 651 


1, 335! 266 


388! 573 


Montana 


' 997 205 


313* 955 


499! 143 


1I4!,'107 




1, 502. 657 


61ft 100 

u 1 0, & vv 


633! 991 


' 220r566 


Nevada 


' 857* 935 


225, 6S5 


457! Ol'O* 


175! 2?70 


* N#w Hampshire 


1 016! 239 


323! 767 


508! 49 1 


I83! 971 




5. 289] bbA 


2. 910! 628 


I, 878! 973 


4^9! 953 


Now Mexico _ . . 


r 304* 71 1 


505! 272 


588! 439 ' 


211 000 


NttMi Yiirk 


\2 13?' 324 


6 926. 64 1 


4 231, 121 


974! 562 


North Carolin^^ 


3' 999 


2, U7. 564 


1! 446! 623 


425! 622 


North Dakota. ' . 


927. 398 


273. 0/6 


478, 354 


1 75! 968 


Ohip 


7, 77V 074 


4, 392! 105 


2. 665! 735 


7 1 6! 234 


Oktahdma 
Oregon 


2. 195! 683 


1 nm 720 


889! 411 


287! 552 


1. 915. 721, 


858. 472 


799! 708 


257, 541 


Pennsylvania 


8. 114] 073 


4. 568* 705 


2. 842! 861 


702! 507 


Rhode Isiftnd 


1 091 383 


366 281 


537' 961 


187 141 


South Carolina.. . 


2! 381203 


1, 156! 075 


93l!314 


293! 814 


South Dakota. ... 


952, 654 


?89. 428 


487, 622 


180,604 


Tennessee _ 


3. 168. 822 


1, 612, 292 


1. 1S6, 199 


360,331 




X 'if.fk IQQ 


4 853 227 


2 919, 347 


813 ^25 


Utah. /, '^ 


1. 323. 732 


51l!813 


' 595! 553 


216! 366 


Vermont ^ 


798, 549 


191. 317 


438, 997 


168. 235 


Vir|>nia . . . 


3, 713, 306 


1, 945. 870 


1.363.067 


404, 369 


Washington _ . . . 


2. 763. 343 


1, 368.649 


1.061.950 


332, 744 


West Vir|inia ... 


1, 641. 217 


6S0. 041 


709. 868 


241,301 


Wticonsin * 


3.632.561 


1,926. 247 


1.325.647 


•380. 667 


Wyoming .. 


- 723. 753 


145. 531 


415,015 


163, 207 


District of Columbia. - * 


912. 548 


253. 454 


483. 672 


175,422 




2. 709. 424 


1,400.647 


994. 300 


314, 477 


O^tiymg a real 


1.680. 965 


855. 881 


637. 8 15' 


187. 269 



I H)tal approj)riation. $172,888,000 with 1 percent (^(l. 71 1762) of the 50 States, District of Columbia.'and Puerto Rico 
amount reserved for the ouUying areas, Bureau of Indian Affairs and Department of Defense. Disttjbut>on/}( funds under 
provisions of sec. 401(c)<2): 50 percent amount, (86,444.000; Public Law 89- 10. title III amount, (63,71^500. Public Law 
89 10, tttle V amount. ^19.712, 500; dropout prevention, sec. 807, (2,000.000 and nutrition and health sec, 808, $950,000 

) Total of cols. 2, 3, and 4, 

> Distribution of $85,588,119 on the basis of 5 to 17 population, July 1, 1973 (Apr. 1, 1970 for P.^rto Ricd) 50 percent 
of aret amount reserved. „ 

< Distribution of $63,781,500 under provisions of Public Law 89-10, title 111:1 percent ($637,815) reserved for the out- 
lying areas; balance distributed with a basic amount of ^00,000 and 50 percent of the remainder distributed on the basts 
of 5 to 17 population, July 1, 1973 and Apr, 1, 1970; 50 percent on the basts of total resident population. July 1, 1973 and 
Apr. 1, 1970. with 7^ percent of State allotment or $150»000, whichever t^lareer amount, reserved lor sec: 303(c). 

• Distribution of title V amnunt under provisions of titio V, pt . A : 5 percent ($985,625) of $19,71?;500 reserved for special 
projects; 1 percent ($187,269) of the balance reserved for the outlying areas; remainder distributed with 40 percent in 
equal amounts and 60 percent on the basis of the public school elementary and secondary enrollment, fall 1977; 
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TABLE B 3 -COMPARISON OF TOTAL ESTIMATEO OlSTRIBUTION OF FUNOS UNOER PUBLIC LAW ^10. AS 
AMENDED BY PUBLIC^W 93-380. PTS. B AND C FOR FISCAL YEAR 1976. WITH TOTAL F UNOS AVAILABLE IN 



fiSCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONDING TO CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 



ToUl Slatt 

dtstf ibuttons, 
pb 6 »n6 C 

(1) 



AUbama 

Alaska - - 

Arizona 

Arkansas ' 

Caltfornta . . . 
Colorado. 
Conn&cticut . - - 

Dtlawart 

Fkwida 

Geor|ia. . 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

IIHnois 

Indiana 

lowi : . _ . 

Kanus 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maint 

Maryland 

Massachusetts.. 

Michigan 

Mmntsota • 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana..'.*- . 
Ntbraska...... 

N«vada ••• 

Ntw Hampshirt 

N*w Jtrsty 

. N«w Mtxico 



North Carolina.. 
North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Ortgon 



Rhodt Island 
South j:arolina 
South Dakota. 
Ttnntsset.. V . 

Ttias 

Utah 

Vtrmont; 

Virginia 



Wast Virginia. 

Wisconsin., 

Wyonting 

District of Columbia. 

Putrlo Rico 

^mtrican Samoa — 

Canal Zona 

Guam. 



Distributions Totxl State 
Cittgotical dtstnbutton 
programs <col. 1 fcol 2) 



.. .. $2,643,587 
278,736 
1.560.919 
1.455.293 
14,341,683 
1.807,381 

2, 209, 347 

431.307 
5,031.9U 
^ . 3.591,289 
'.^ . 616, 153 
592, 680 
■8.074,5i2 
3.931.639 
. • . 2, 100,7ft6 
1.572.656 
2,423.533 
2. 989. 807 
762.855 
3. 042. 619 
. 4.081.277 
. . 6.939.050 
2.975.136 
1.824.985 
3. 356, 564 

: : . . 563.339 

1.109.075 
404, 900 
580. 944 
5.2^2.625 

_ ... 906,624 

Yo'rk *' 12.428.675 



3. 799. 607 
489. 988 
7. 880. 883 
1,827.919 

1.540,381 

Ptnrtsylvania - 8.197.761 



657,229 
2.074, 380 
519. 329 

2, 892. 983 
8. 708. 288 

m, 361 

343.285 

3, 491.531 

Washington 2.455,807 



1.238, 173 
3, 456. 322 
261, 131 
454, 780 
2. 513. 222 



(2) 



$2. 599. 030 
705, 0% 
1,788,710 
1.676, 386 
12,235,964 
1.954. 247 
2.263, 972 
843. 6U 
4, 584, 950 
3, 334, 489 
978, 581 
977,438 
6. 985. 764 
3, 654, 507 
2478, 334 
1.731,812 
2.437. 552 

2, 882. 277 
1. 132. 324 
2.907.670 

3, 783. 836 
6. 095, 447 
2,889.073 
1,954. 225 
3.211. 139 

946,071 
1.380. 455 
822.778 
968. 134 

4, 588. 383 
1,226, 285 

10.527. 337 
3, 545. 904 
874. 363 
6, 937, 359 
2,010. 234 
1,735, 553 
7.229,807 
1,026, 153 
2, 155.864 
914,068 

2, 848. 582 
7,679. 794 
1. 248. 627 

781,421 

3. 302. 900 
2,487,379 
1.532.387 
3, 266. 662 

710.270 
868. 236 
2, 131,073 



(3) 




- — — V- 

F I seal 
year 1975. 
total Statt 
distribution 
^ programs 



(4) 



Fiscal 
ytar 1976 1975 
diHtrenccs 

(coi;3-col 4) 

(5) 



14.669,011 
1.040,916 
3. 047,434 

2, 890, 866 
23, 132,829 

3. 388, 685 
4,027,259 

1, 313.711 
8, 424. 233 
6,0611914 
1,563987 
1,550/141 

13, 266,759 
6,734, 080 
3, 893, 314 
3. 038, 622 
4,351.009 
5,203.725 
1.846.915 
5.271,334 
6, 978. 885 

11.507,668 
$,236,880 
3. 387,673 
5.881.243 
1.498. 841 
2.341,326 
1.256,748 
1,530.572 
8,637.924 
2.020,182 

20. 032. 503 
6, 497,411 
1,378, 824 

13. 109. y4 
3. 532, 581 

2, 999. 366 
13,716,534 

1,656, 309 

3, 800. 665 
1,445. 128 
5. 153. 529 

14, 364, 820 
2, 066, 581 
1. 182, 686 
6,027,932 

4, 455, 877 
2.638,910 

5, 964, 049 
l,052,i49 
1, 372.103 
1.724. 358 



1573. 606 
(-56, 084) 
302. 195 
^ 240.813 
3, 444, 818 
3^2, 943 
44B.060 
(-38, 793) 
1, 192,628 
863. 864 
30,947 
19,977 
1.793,537 
852. 066 
385. 806 
265,846 
510,076 
668, 359 
48. 264 
' 678. 955 
886. 228 
■1.526.829 
627,329 
391. 537 
686, 460 
10, 569 
148. 20' 
,(-29,q/b) 

18. 

I. 173; 084 
. / 112 727 
h, 923. 509 
/ 848. 100 
A (-14, 473) 
1,708, 668 
305. 572 
276, 568 
1,711. 134 
27,073 
429. 579 
(-11.731) 
588, 036 
2.023, 262 , 

100, 407 
(-57,980) 
766. 499 
487, 309 
131.650 
758. 935 
(-80. 948) 
, (-49,087) 
2.919. 937 



Puerto Rico..-. 
Virgirf Islands.. 
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Appendix III 

ANALYSIS or ESTIMATED DXgTR^UTION OF FUNDS IN FISCAL YEAB 107 7 FOB TITLE IV, 
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF 107-1 ^ 

» NfiTB. - Tablen A-3 throuKb wf»rr computrd through a hiMrtTTabulatloD proopsH. 

While the data have been re-checked, errors may exUt. 

T>^able A'l shows the estimated distribution of $1^7,3:^0,000 (the FX 70 
aitpropriatioD leveO for Pan B, Libraries and I^eaming Resources. Included in 
I*art B are funds formerly expend*^ under EHEA II, NDEA III, and $18 million 
formerly expended under KHEA III top Guidance, Counseling, and Testing. 
^ Individual amounts of the $1,359,703 f(i outlying areas (Guam, Virgin Islands, 
and Aiipericini 8omoa), Department ofr Defense, and Bureau of Indian Affairs, 
have n()t been calculated. The dlstrlbunon shown in Table A-1 is based on latest 
data available for 5-17 aged populiuion and will be updated in FY 70, thus 
lome miinor shifts of funds will occur /)f that time. 

!I. fabtr A-^ shows the estima^d distribution of $172,888,000 (the F\ 70 
appropriatiop level) for Tart C, Innovation and SupjJort Services. Included in 
Tart B are funds formerly expended under ESEA III (less $18 million of 
Guidance, ('ounselfng, and Testing funds), ESEA V, Section 807, and Section 
808. Individual amounts for the outlying areas, DOD, and BIA have not been 
determined. The distributioH shown in Table A-1 is based on latest data avail- 
able for 5-17 aged population arid "Will be update^ in FY 76, thus so^ie minor 
iihifts of funds will occur at that time. . 

in. Table AS compares the estimated distribution of the aggregate estimated 
/ appropriation for FY 1977 for Title IV, Parts B and C with the aggregate amount 
received by SEAs und^r the categorical programs (ESEA 11, NDEA III, ESEA 
III, ESEA V) for FY 1975 without regard for any appropriation revision. Funds 
for Nutrition and Health and Dropout Prevention were not included since these 
categorical discretionary programs do not have State distributions. 

An analysis of this table reveals that, despite an increase of $36 million (or 
approximately a net increase of $30 million after allowing for the inclusion 
of $5,900,000 for Nutrition and Health and Dropout Prevention)' in the 
FY 77 amount over the FY 75 amount. 17 States and D.C. lost funds. The losses 
range from $123,178 for Nebraska to $530,080 for Wyoming. Of the 18 losses, 14 of 
them exceed $300,000. All of the losses occur in less populated States. Alaska 
($483,445), Delaware ($451,098), Hawaii ($331,483), Idaho ($364,781), Maine 
($321^04), Montana ($372,162), Nebraska ($123,178), Nevada ($440,948), New 
Hampshire ($368,685), New Mexico ($206,933), North Dakota ($398,848), Rhode ^ 
Island ($341,860), South Dakota ($358,471). Utah ($229,800), Vermont ($490,- 
116), West Virginia ($102,564), Wyonflng ($530,080); and D.C. '($402,545). 

As best as can be determined, these loses occur because of a shift in the forninln 
base. The formula for distributing funds under Title IV is strictly on a 5-17 age<l 
population in contrast to : ^ - 

(a) ESEA m being distribute<l on the basis of a flat $200,000 per State with 
the remainder being distributed 1/2 on the basis of 5-:17 aged population and 
1/2 on the basis of general population. 

(b) ESEA Title V being distributed on the basis of 40<:^r flat grant (approxi- 
mately $290,000 per State with an appropriation of $39 minion) and 00 ix'rcent 
on basis of 5- J 7 public school enrolment. 

The extent of the problem can not be fully ascertained from Tables A-1 through 
A-3. Because of the legislative requirements under Parts B and C, coupled with' 
allowances for admlnistpitive funds, the problem* is not confined to just those 
18 jiirisdictions shown with a loss in Table A-^. Serious problehis also exists for 
' States that have relatively small gains. These problems are reveale<l in the ff)l- 
lowing tables. 

IV. Table A-4 compares the administrative funds available to SEAs in fiscal 
year 1977 aifd 1975. The calculatimis are made of the basis of the SEAs exercis- 
ing indximnm options as provided by law. An explanation of each coluhin' on 
Table A-4 is as follows : 
' Column 1 contains a distribution of Part C funds. 

Column 2 contains the highest amount that an SEA may use for Title V type 
purposes. The law allows an SEA to utilize 15% of the amount in column 1 or 
the amount allotted in fiscal year 1973. In every case, the letter was the highest 
amount. However, please note the seriousness of the situation : four States have 
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allotnjents for nil of Pftrt (* which are less thnii tln'lr Titlo V niaxltnuiu s(»t 
UKUle: nine HtatPS have i^^ss than .$2()0,0()() i:oinalni«K aftet; the Tith» V set uslde. 

If. when it is inmsihle, a State does not reserve the highest amuuiit as shown 
in (Miluinii 2. then that would provide? additional funds fok- otlier program pur 
poses under Part ('. In most cases, that would have no eflfeot on the amount of 
nduiinistxative funds nvailahle: How realistic it wouidn)e to assume lliat au^ 
SKA will not exercise its full option is not known. HtM'jmjse of 4nflation jftkl tlu* 
malclnK of KSKA Title V. Tart H Mirauts to Strenjrthcrf Local School Districts) 
elitcihie for funding under Title IV, Part ('. SKAs will4ii> heyond the amount of 
KSKA Title V funds available in tl'scal year I J)?."). 

A<l<Ii!ionally. some SKAs rciiiined a part of the State's allocation under KS1:a 
III for <;uidance, Counsc^tluK,, and Testing for exiiendit ore ut the State level. 
Since that is iuipossihh* under Tltl(» IV, Part H, it is expected that a portion 
of Title V will go to snpiMjrt tliat activity. 

('<»hunn .H shows the amount Of Part (' fuyds nvailahlp after deducting the 
nji^ximuui amount of funds for PJSP:a Title V puri^oses from th<» Part (' (llstriim- 
tion (Column 1 ). 

Column A shows the Pfirt R distrihution. 

Column T) is th(» aggregate jiujount available to a State under Parts B ami C 
on wliii h to calctilate its administrative funds. 

Column <; shows the maximum auiount avail«hle to anl>KA for administrative 
purposes f«)r Title IV. The amount shown is, as si)ecl(ied hy law. either n''r of 
the amounts in cohimn .1 itUy aggregate of Parts K and (') or $'^jr),()<M), whlcl^cver 
is 'the greater. As nuiy he noted, States, Puerto Kico, and D.C. are at the 
$22r>.()(M> level. 

Cohmiu 7 ontain.^ the amount.s received hy each State In fiscal year 1975 for 
the administration of the categorical programs involved in consolidation. 

As may he^ noted. 2H SKAs have less adhdnlstratlvp funds In fiscal year 1077. 
Tiu'se are rehitlvely small, hut never -the less, they are losses. During the cal- 
<Milation. it w»^ noted that States wlilch receivecj, the flnor amount f(jr admin- 
istration for KSKA I^ ($r>O,C)()0) NDKA III ($13,333) and ESKA III '($150,000) 
gained $Il,fm7 for the administration of Title IV, 

V. Tnblv .4-.') contains a comparison of the estimated distrihution of Part H 
fun<Is for fiscal year 1!)77 with that received for the categorical programs in- 
volvetl ill Part H. An ex|)hination of each colunm is as follows : 

C(»lum[i 1 contains the prorated share of adujinlstrative funds from Table A— 4, 
cohinui i\. That ratio wa>f calcidat(»d. State hy State, on tlie ratio of Part R pro- 
gram fun<ls to total i>rogram funds for Parts R and C (See Table A -4, column 
4, 5, anVl 6.). Thus, for States without Part C program funds (See Table A-4. 
column 3) the entire amount of administrative funds available was charged 
against Part B. Should States exercise options different than those shown in 
the tables, the prorated amounts for administrdtlon will be different. (Note: 
This process for calculating the amounts of administrative funds to be charged 
against each program does not in atiy way Imply that SEAs are reqidred to 
maintain separate accounting records for tl)e administration of each Part in 
Title TV,) 

CuIuHin 2 ontnins a dlstritiution of Part H fiunls. less administrative fund 
cliarKc shown in colunm 1. 

Column. 3 shows a (li'^t ribution of fnnds r(M'e!ved in fiscal .\Vnr 1U75 f<»r the 
cateiroricAl programs involved in Part R. It do*'s not include the rnilli<»n of 
fluidance, rjojnseling. arul TevtlUir fnnds recrived under KSEA 'I'itle III tiint 
\vas included in Part R in fiscal year 11>77, / 

Ciduum 4 contains the differences between the.Piirt R fiscal year 1077 fund'^ 
f coin urn 2) and the fiscal year 107."} categorical funds. ^/Vs niay be noted, 14 SEAM 
liave less funds in fiscal year 10'r7 than in 1075. However, the losses shown do 
not reveal the complete picture. As previously indicated. $1S million f()r Gnijlnnce. 
Counseling, and Testing activities formerly funded under F>SEA III arp included 
in the Part B program funds f column 2>. Thus a true examination of net losses 
uiust take the $1R million into account. Colimin 5 shows a distrlbuti()n of $1S 
million on a 5-17 age population. Likewise, the gains shown for SEAs in column 4 
must be considered in light of the $18 million distribution. For example. Alabama 
has $2,220,209 to spend on Library and Learning Resources; equipment; and 
guldhnce. counseling, and testing in fiscal year 1077; in, fiscal year 1075. it had 
$1,S87,.365 to spend on libraries and learning resources and equipment. Of the 
$332,844 Increase, $296,644 was due to the additional distribution of .$18 million, 
th'tis a net gain of $36,000. 
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VI. Table A-6 contaiiw a compariHon of the eHtimated distribution of Part C 
fundn for fiscal year lir77 with that received for the categorical proffram.s in- 
volved in Part C. An explanation of each toluninJs as follows: 
, Column 1 coutaiuH the prorated share of administrative funds from Table A-4, 
column 6. An explanation of how each prorated share was calculated was de- 
scribed in Section V of this pajwr. Piease imte that 4 States (Alaska, Nevada. 
Vermont, and WyoniiiiK) do not have any admlnlHtrative funds charged against 
Part C These SKAs do not have any Part C program funds available to LKAsT^ 

Column 2 shows a distribution of the Part C program funds. 

Column 3 contains a distribution of ESEA Title lU program funds (including 
Section 300 funds) available in fiscal year l«7r.. 

Column 4 Lontnlns a comparison of funds available in fiscal year 1077 and 1975. 
%)te that 29'^As have less funds in fiscal year 1977 than in 1975. Of course, 
as in the case of increases under Part B, the decreases in Part C are in part 
brought about by the deduction of the $18 million for Guidance, Counseling, and 
Testing under ESEA III. HoVever, that Is not the complete reason for the losses. 
For example, Rhode Island, as shown in column 4 has a loss of $477,743. Its share 
of the $18 million inoluded under Part B was $«r,544. Thus a deduction of that 
amount from the $477,743 leaves Rhode Island with a net loss of $300,199 — and 
Ahode Island has a $12,624 loss under Part B. 

Perhaps the situation can be brought sharply into focus by reviewing what 
happens in Wyoming : 

TOTAL FU\'D8 J 

1. Total distribution—title LV— flscai year 1977 $522,263 

2. Total distribution— categocical programs — fisf-al year 1975 1,052,349 

Net loss 530,086 

ADMINISTOATrVE FUNDS 

1- Administrative funds— title IV — fiscal year 1977 225,000 

2. Administrative funds — categorical programs^— fiscal year 1975 213] 333 

Xet increase 11.667 ' 

^ PABT C FUNDS 

1. Part C-allooaiii:*! ^ 291,063 

2. ESEA V pun>ose set "sjde from part C 445^931 

3- Part C funds available to LKa? - (154,868) 

\ = 

PABT B FUNDS 

1. Part B> allocation (after administrative deduction) 5.200 

2. ESEA II and NUEA IJI allocation— fiscal year 197.1 149, 183 

Net loss ($143,983). 

Tabucs for F18CAI. Year 1977 

1. Table 4-/. Estimated distribution of funds under P.L. 89-10, Title IV. as 
amended 'by PL. a^3H0, Part B, Libraries and I^arninff Resources: FY 1977. 

2. Table A~2. Estimated distribution of funds under PX. 89-10, Title IV, as 
amended by PJ.. 93-380, Part C, Educational Innovation and Support: FY 1977. 

a Table A~3, Comparison of total estimated distribution of funds under RL. 
89-10, ns amended by P L. 93-380, Parts B and C for FY 1977 with total funds 
available in FY 1975 for corresponding categorical programs. 

4. Table A-4- Comparison of estimated administrative fonds under P,L. 89-10, 
Title IV. as amended by P L. 93-380 for FY 1977. with total administrative funds 
avuilablo in FY 1975 under corresponding categorical programs. 

5. Table A~5, Comparison of estimated distribution of program funds under 
P L. 89-10. Title IV, as amended by P.L! 93-380. for Part B. Libraries and 
licarning Resources for FY 1977 with funds available in FY 1975 for correspond- 
ing categorical programs. 

6. Table A^. Comparison of estimated distribution of program funds under 
P.L. 8J>-10. Title IV, as amended by PX. 03^80. for Part C. Innovation nnd 
Support Services for FY 1077 with funds available in FY 1975 for corresponding 
categorical programs. 
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Table \-\,—Bntimaivd (tiHtt'ihutiffu uf fuuttn utuler Pttbtic Law 89-10, tit^ FY, 
an amnided, by Public Law ihi-.m, Part H, Ubrarivn and Uarning reumtrveH: 
Fisral year Wll 

I E$timated Htate 
r.B/ and outlying urcaH $137,330, 



50 States, D,C. anU Puerto Rico ^ 135, 970, 'j^M 



Alabama' 

Alaska 

Arizona 1 

Arkansas 

California 

Colorado 1 

Connecticut . 

Delaware : 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois : 

Indiana , 

Iowa 



Kansas -i 

Kentucky 

Louisiana 

Maine -« 

Maryland _' 

Massachusetts __ 

Michigan , 

Minne2»ota ^' 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana . 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

N^w Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina _ 
North Dakota __ 
Ohio 



Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Peunsylvanla _ 
Rhode Island _ 
South Carolina 
South Dakota . 

Tennessee -- 

Texas 



Utah _'- 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

District of Columbia 

Puerto Rico 



11, 
. 3. 



«40, r>7H 
246. 78« 
382. (XW 
288. 484 
697. 802 
600. 214 
(m, 100 
381.860 
455. 141 
179, 646 
545. 527 
.124. 745 
140. 007 
480. 985 
859. 989 
392. 394 
145. 741 
647. 107 
675. 415 
693. mi 
613. 470 
143. 678 
634. 118 
615. 800 
971.826 
493. 768 
981.949 
358. 489 
514. 354 
623. 995 
802. 705 
004. 068 
364. 086 
433, 824 
977. 556 
m8; 398 
363. 819 
258. 113 
581.896 
836.609 
459. 802 
561. 381 
no. 121 
813.096 
303. 937 
091.322 
174, 317 
096. 250 
060. 149 
231,200 
402. a51 
225. 149 



1,859. 703 



Outlying areas 

^ DImrlbutlon of $137,^00.000 with 1 percent ($1,359,701) reserTed for the areas. BIA, 
nnd pf)D nnd tho remainder dintHbnted on the bflsis of the Mav 17 population July 1, 
1973 for 50 States and District of Columbia, and April 1. lOTO for Puerto Rico. 
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Tablk A-^.—Eatimated ditttribution of funds undvr Public Lmr H9-I0, title /\\ an 
ntfieft^ed by Public Law Part C, €durati6ml innovation and nupport: 

Pineal Year 1977 

Hntimatftl Staff 
(im»u*itx ^ 



Xr.S. and outlying areas $172. t^H, (MX> 



50-8tate«, District of Columbia and Tuerto KIco 1 171, 17tf, l^M 



Alabama 2, 94tt. W)*-* 

Alaska 310. UHS 

Arizona 1.739.830 

Arkansas , _-- 1. 622. 103- 

OUfomla - 15. 985. 502 

Colorado . 2. 014. 547 

Connecticut ^ _ 2. 402. r,HH 

Delaware ^ 4H(). 744 

Florida 5.608.683 

Georgia . 4.002.932 

Hawaii 686,777 

Idaho . 660.615 

Illinois 0. (MM). 055 

Indiana • 4,382.294 

loWa 2.341.584 

KanMis 1X752. 91S' 

Kentucky '.' 2.701.325 

. 9>oul8lana 3. 332. 5(M5 

Maine : ^ 850.296 

Maryland 3.391.373 

Massachusetts 4.549.083 

Michigan ^ 7. 734. 423 

Minnesota- 3. 316. 154 

Mississippi _* »_ 2,034.169 

Missouri J 3,741.302 

Montana 627,911 

Nebraska. . 1, 236. 199 

Nevada . 4^1.311 

New HampsKIre , 047.533 

New Jersey 5.821,257 

New Mexico ^ 1.010.544 

New York ^ 18.853.283 

North Carolina 4,235.128 

North Dakota 546,152 

Ohio - 8. 784. 211 

Oklahoma 2.037.440 

Oregon ^_ 1, 716. 944 

Pennsylvania 9.137.411 

Rhode Island 732. 563 

South Carolina 2. 312, 151 

South Dakota 578. a55 

Tennessee ' 3. 224. 584 

Texas . 9,706,455 

Utah J A i__ 1.023.625 

Vermont , 382.633 

Virginia * 3.891.739 

Washington 2.737.299 

4 est Virginia 1. 380. 096 

Isconsin „-L 3.852.495 

Wyom4ng 291.063 

District of Columbia 506. 907 

Puerto Rico 1 2. 801, 2a3 



Otitlying areas , 1.711.762 



^ DI«trtbntlon of S172.Sfi8.000 with 1 percent ($1,711,762) renerred for the nrenn. BIA 
and nOD nnd the remainder distributed on the hnnin of the ^fav 17 pomilntlon July 1, 
1973 for 50 States. District of Columbia, and April 1, 1970 for Puerto Rico. 
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TABLE ^-l-COMPAf?lSON OF TOTAL ESTlMATEO OlSTRIBUTION OF FUNOS UNOER PUBLIC LAW 8^10, AS 
AMENDED BY PUBLIC LAW 93-580. PTS. B ANO C FOR FISCAL YEAR 1977 WITH TOTAL FUNOS AVAHABLE IN 
FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRESPONDING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 



Total 
^onsolidattd 
distribution— 
ftt. B and C 
indudlnf < 
administration 
fundi ^ 
(3) 



Total 
catasoncal 
lunds— 
Fiscal vtar 
1975 » 

(2) 



OifltrtncM 

(cols. 1 and 2) 
<3) 



United Statts and outlying irtas 

M States, District of Columbia, ai^d Putrto Rico. 



$310,218,000 1274,216,250 (+$36,001,750) 



307, 146, 535 311, 273, 519 (+4^ 126. 984) 



fflabanu 

AUshA 

Arizona 

Arktnus.... 
California... 

Colorado 

Connecticut. 

Otlaware 

Florida 

Gaorgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa. 



Kansas 

Ktntucfcy *. 

Louisiana 

Maina 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi. 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 



Nevada. 
New Hampshire. 
New Jersey.*... 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina... 
North Dakota. .. 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island — 
South Carolina... 
South Oakotai. . . . 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia.. 



Washingtbn.. 
West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming 

District of Columbia. 

Puerto Rico 

« Outlying areas 



^,287,175 
557,471 
3, 121, 839 
2, 910, 587 

28, 683, 364 
3,614, 761 
4, 418,694 
862, 613 

10, 063, 824 
7, 182,578 
1,232,304 
1, 185, 360 

16, 149, 062 
7, 863, 279 
4, 201, 573 
3, 145, 312 

4, 847, 066 

5, 979, 613 
1, 525,711 
6, 085, 240 
8, 162, 553 
13. 878, 101 

5,9&ar272 
3, 649, 969 
6,713, 128 
1,126,679 
2,218, 148 
809,800 
1, 161,887 

10, 445, 252 
1, 813, 249 

24, 857, 351' 
7, 599, 214 
979, 976 

15, 761,767 
3, 655, 838 
3, 080, 763 

16, 395, 524 

1, 314,-459 
4, 148, 760 
1, 086, 657 

5, 785,965 
17,416,576 

1, 836, 721 
686, 570 
6, 983, 061 
4r91 1,616 

2, 476, 346 

6, 912,644 
522,263 
909, 558 

5, 026:442 
3,071,465 . 



4,669,011 
1,040,916 
3,047, 434 
2,890,866 . 
23, m 829 

3, 388, 685 
4, 027, 259 

313, 711 
8, 424, 233 
6,061,914 
1, 563, 787 
1, 550, 141 
13, 266, 759 
6, 734,080 
3,893, 314 
3, 038, 622 

4, 351,009 
5.208, 725 V 
1, 846, 915 
5,271,334 
6, 978. 885 

n. 507. 668 
5. 236. 880 
3, 387. 673 

5, 881. 243^ 

1. 498. 841 ' 
t 341. 326 
1. 256. 748 
1.530.572 
8. 637. 924 
2, 020. 182 

20. 032. 503 
6.497.411 . 
1. 378. 824 

13. 109, 574 
3. 532. 581 
2.999, 366 

13.716. 534 
1. 658, 309 
3, 800. 665 
1. 445. 128 
5. 153. 529 

14. 364. 820 
2. 066. 581 
1.182. 686 
6. 027. 932 
4. 455, 877 
2. 638. 910 
5. 964. 049 
1.052.349 
1.372, 103 
1, 724. 358 



• 618. 164 
(-483. 445) 
74.405 

19. 721 
" 5. 550, 535 
226, 076 
391. 435 
(-451.098) 
1.639.591 
1.120, 664 
(-331.483) 
< -364; 781) 
2. 882, 303 
1, 129. 199 
308. 2S9 
106. 690 
496. 057 
775,888 
(-3211204) 



> Based on estimated distributions shown In tables A-1 and A-2. . * 

* Includes ESEA II. III. and V and NOEA III. Funds for sees. 807 and 808 not included since no State distribution made> 
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TABU. A- J— COMPARISON OF tSTIMATEO OlSTRIBUTION OF PROGRAM FUNOS UNOtR PUBlIc LAW 89^ 10 TITLE 
IV. AS AMCNOEO BY PUBLIC LAW 95-389 FOR PT. B. LIBRARIES ANOIEARNING RESOURCES FOR FISCAL VtAR 
1977 WITH FUNOS AVAILABLE IN FISCAL YEAR 1975 FOR CORRISPONOING CATEGORICAL PROGRAMS 



Administra- 
tion funds 
(prorata 
shara) i 

0) 



Alattama... . 
Alaska 

Arliona. 

Arkansas 

California. . 
Colorado 
Conntcttcut . 

Ottawara 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii. 
Idaho ... 
Illinois . . 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kantucky 

Louisiana 

Maina 

Maryland. 
Massachusutts 

Michigan 

Minntsoia 

Mississippi... 

Missouri 

Montana 

Ntbraska 

Ntvada 

New Hampshirt 
NfwxJtrsty.. . 
Naw Maxtco. . . 
Ntw York 
North Carolina. 
North Dakota. . 
Ohio... .. • 

Oklahoma 

Ortgon . ^ . 
Ptnnsylvania . . . 

Rhoda Island 

South Carolina. . 
South Oakota... . 

Tannessaa 

Taxas 

Utah 

Vermont 

Virginia 

Washington 

Wast Virginia. . 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming . . 
District of Columbia 

Puarto Rico..\ 

Outlying araas 



Total Increase . . 
Total decrease 



Program 

distribution > 

(2) 



Fiscal year 

1975 
programs 
funds (ESC A 
li. NDEA III) 

(3) 



1120. 364 
225.000 
126.934 
130. 493 
638. 890 
125.356 
122.474 
222. 336 
222. 757 
158, 983 
169. 383 
174.020 
357.451 
174, 056 
123, 686 
129, 388 
121.068 
132.356 
155,374 
118, 852 
180, 673 
307, 184 
131.706 
124. 704 
150. 171 
180.055 
137. 046 
225,000 
173, 606 
231.200 
144, 978 
550, 204 
168, 204 
197. 462 
348, 878 
127. 194 
129,015 
362. 905 
164, 129 
J 23. 3t4 
191,051 
128, 069 
385, 506 
U5.641 
225, 000 
154, 566 
122. 482 
135 ..083' 
153, 008 
225.000 
215,410 
113.516 
101,834 . 



S2. 220. 209 
21.786 
1.255.069 
1, 157.991 
12.058. 912 
1.474.858 
1.833. 632 
159. W3 
4. 232. 384 
3, 020, 663 
376. 144 
350, 725 
6.792.556 
3. 306. 929 

1, 736. 303 
1,263.006 
2. 024. 673 

2, 514, 751 
520, 041 

2. 575.015 

3. 432. 797 

5, 836, 494 
2.502,412 
1.491.096 
2. 821.655 

318. 713 
844, 903 
133, 489 
340, 748 

4. 392. 795 
657,727 

10, 453v864 
3. 195, 882 
236. 362 
6, 628, 678 
1,491,204 
1.234,804 

6, 095. 208 
417. 767 

1,713,225 

268. 751 
2, 433, 312 
7,324.615 

667, 455 
78. 937 
2. 936, 756 
2, 051,835 

961,167 
Z 907. 141 
6.200 

187, 241 
2, 111,533 



) 1.887. 365 
138. 563 
1, 182.837 
1.041,305 
9, 878, 779 
1.298. 638 

1. 555. 093 
279|U0 

3. 497 !W 

2, 497.696 
394, 282 
402. 755 

5, 680, 264 
2,814. 404 
1,511,343 
1,070,715 
1,729.718 
2, 210. 737 
550.968 
2, 149. 969 
2, 874,641 
5,034, 773 
2,184, 531 
1.329,951 

2, 403. 387 
372, 115 
774, 369 
247,005 
391,054 

3. 560. 756 
650. 294 

8, 404, 291 
2, 688, 426 

306,941 
5, 7)9, 902 
1.336, 379 
1,073,487 
5. 907, 388 

430, 391 
17 500, 346 

344,880 
2, 092, 363 
6.342,253 

672.662 

217. Ill 
2, 494. 198 
1.757.923 

924. 572 
2. 520, 348 

149, 183 

281, 243 
> 1. 440, 358 



Difference 

(cois. 2 
and 3) 

* (4) 



Estimated 

^distribution of 
118.000.000 of 
guidance and 
counseling 
funds in 
cols. 1 and 2 

(5) 



1332.444 

(-116,777) 
72. 232 
116.686 X 
2. 180. 133 
176,220 
278. 539 
(-120. 157) 
•734, 697 
522! %7 
(-18.138) 
(-52.030) 
1.111.292 
, 492. 525 
' «4. 960 
192, 291 
294. 955 
304.014 
(-30. 927) 
425,046 
558. 156 
801, 721 
317.881 
161,145 
418. 268 
(-53, 402) 
70. 534 
(-113,516) 
(-50, 306) 
832.039 
7, 433 
2, 049. 573 
■ 507,456 
(~70. 579) 
908, 776 
154,^25 
161.117 
987,^ 
(-12, 6S) 
212.879 
(-76. 129 
340, 949 
982. 362 
(-5, 207) 
(^138. 174) 
442, 568 
293, 912 
36, 595 
386, 793 
(-142,983) 
(-94, 002) 
671,275 



)296. 644 

34, OOE 
. - 168, 408 
■ 167.642 
• 1.754.276 
198.948 
253. 948 

52,908 
573. 036 
396, 088 

12, 576 
^ 68, 640 
968, 772 
440, 254 
241.290 
^86, 464 
275, 438 
325.060 

89.204 
339. 430 
468, W 
816. 402 
329. 570 
197, 318 
386. U8 

65. 598 
129, 680 

48, 934 

68.440 
603, 894 

99.500 
1,559,850 
428, 380 

58. 868 
949. 530 
214. 248 
179. 692 
1.022, 246 

81. 544 
229. 928 

62. 192 
333, 116 
1,030. 188 
.102.054 

43, 214 
392. 202 
281, 930 
148,622 
J82, 820 

34,048 

62, 038 
254. 396 



18. 764, 283 
1.094.951 



Total. 



17, 669, 332 



< Ratio of B to sum of^B and C times administration funds for title IV See table A 4 cols 4, 5 and 6. 
' Based on pt. 8 distribution in table A-1, less col. 1 of this table. 
> NOIA lit funds not included for Puerto Rico. 
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TABLE A^— COMPARISON OF EWIMATtO OltTRlBUTION OF PROGRAMS 'FUNOS \iKOiH PUBLIC 89 10. 
TITLE IV, AS AMENOEO BY PUBLI^AW 9^ 380, FOR PT. C. INNOVATION ANO SUPPORl SEJtVlCES FOR FISCAL 
. YEAR 1977 WITH FUNOS AVAILABiSmN JISCAL YEAR 197S FOR CORRESPONOING CATEa6RIC;^L PROGRV«S 




Admtnistration 
fundi (pro rata 
ihart) > » 

(I) 



Fitcal yt»r yT 
197S progfam r 
Program funds Oifttrtnct 

funds' (CSEA lll)i (cols 2 and 3> 



(2) 



(3) * 



(4) 



AlthJma. 

Muk 
Km 

ArkaHius. 
CaliforV., 
Colorado ...IlSi 
Conntcttcut. \^ . 
Otlawart. . 

Florida 

Gwrgia.i 

HawaO 

IdafK) 

Illtnois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas. 

Ktntucky 

Louisiana 

' Msina 

Maryland 

y Massachusttts 

Michigan 

Mlnaasota. 



r 



Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

NfbrasKa 

Navada. - 

Ntw Hampshira 

Naw Jars«y 

Naw Maxico 

Naw York , 

North Carolina . . . 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma,. . . ... 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhodt Island 

South Carolina 

South Dakota. 

Tanntssaa 

Taws 

Utah 

Varmont 

Virginia. 4k. 

Washingtor. 

Wtst Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming... 
District ot Columbia. 

Puerto Rico. 

Outlying areas 



Total increasas 7, 932, 192 
Total decreases 9> 379, 671 



$104, 636 

0 

104,434 
94, ^07 
629.644 
99,644 

102, bib ' 
2,665 
213, 709 
,1>S,212 
55,617 
M). 979 
352.721 
159.831 
101.314 
95.612 
103, 932 
119, 772 
69, 626 
106.220 
169, 128 
^97,282 
^16.667 
^100.296 V 
134, 978 
44,945 
87.954 

5l.3^t 
222, 374 

80.022 
555. 830 
153. 669 

27.538 
340. 792 

97,806 

95. 985 
358, 567 

60, 871 
101.616 

33. 949 
112,465 
375, 278 

79, 359 
0 

140, 094 
102, 518 
89.917 
140. 690 
0 

9,590 
III. 484 
91166 . 



II, 930, 109 
0 

963, 272 

838, 650 
.11.963. 230 
1, 172. 351 
1.534,956 
1.911 
4, 060, 472 
2. 759, 034 

123, 509 

102.747 
6, 701.702 
3. 036. 932 
1.422.257 

933. 298 
1.738,091 
2.275,673 . 

233. 04& 
2.301,353 
3.213, 440 
5.648,364 
2. 216. 678 
1, 199.239 
2. 536, 191 
79. 5S6 

542. 246 
0 

100, 873 
> 4,225.140 
363.041 
lOj 560. 763 
2(919.706 
32.963 
6. 475. 046 
1.146. 658 
918,668 
6. 812, 769 
154 940 
1.410;980 
47.757 
2, 136, 827 
7. 130. 272 
363, 890 

639, 794 
2.673, 116 
0 

8. 336 
2.073. 734 



$1,858,162 

30i; 694 
L. L27, 850 
1.123,489 
9, 470. 378 
1.301,951 
1. 615, 468 

469. 436 
3. 434. 441 
2. «3, 735 
s ^l, 565 

559, 132 
5. 400, 513 
2. 677, 506 
1.543, 313 
1.230.778 
1.737.976 
2. 020, 849 

676, 356 
2, 102, 768 
2.840.818 
4, 497, 089 
2,046,560 
1.292,652 
2. 370, 789 

541.792 

907.087 
GM6, 786 

557, 989 
3, 568, 827 

735. 034 
8, 439. 371 
2,609.815 

485.415 
5. 203. 022 
1,389,157 
1. 192. 169 
5, 588. 620 

632.683 
1.478, 547 

522, 376 
2, 066. 762 
5, 630, 700 

749.611 

414, 186 
2, 673, 586 

1. T74.986 
1.015, 073 

2, 350, 1 10 
361,937 
521,494 

1.618.025 



171.247 

(-301.69*) 
(-164, 578) 
C-284,839) 
2, 492. 852 
129,600 
(-80.512) 
(-467. 525) 
626. 031 
335. 299 
(-458. 056 > 
(-456.385) 
1.301.189 
359. 426 
(-121.056) 
(-i97,480) 
115 
254, 824 
(-443.316 
198. 585 
372. 622 
1.511.275 
170.116 
(-93.413 
165, 402 
(-462.236) 
(-364. 841) 
( -446. 786) 
(-457.116) 
656, 283 
(-371,993) 
2. 121.383 
309.891 
(-452.452) 
1.^72.024 
(-242.499) 
(-273. 501) 
I, 224, 149 
(-477.743) 
(-67. 567) 
(-474,619) 
70.065 
1.499, 572 
(-385, 921) 
(-414, 186) 
(-11,790) 
(-57,593) 
(-375,279) 
323.006 
(-361.937) 
(-613, 158) 
455, 809 



< Rati a of C to sum of B plus C times total administration funds for title IV. See table A-4. cols. 3, 5, and 6. 

> Based on Pt C distribution in table A-2 .l«ss col. I of this table. 

' Includes sec. 306 funds. Nutrition, f}C4([y>. dropout funds not included. 
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LETTEBS SUPPOQTtNO HOLD HABMLES8 OB SIMILAB SOLUTIOX 

State of Alabama, N 
Department ok^ Education, 
Alontff ornery, Ala,, April 3, 1915, 

•0r. .Kenneth H. Hansen, 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Dep(frtment of Public Instruction, 

Carson City, A'er. ^ 
- Deab Ob. Hansen : Thank yoi| for your letter of March 10 regarding tlie fund 
distribution 'problems created by Title IV of Public Law i»^380. Our position 
cooeeming all formulas has always been that we will suppprt'any formula that 
. treats all states fair and equitable. We feel^ that the "hold harmleas" provision 
you propose meets this criteria. We lend our support to your propo.sul. ^ 
If we can be of assistance please let us know. _ 
^ Sincerely yours, - ' * ' • 

Lebot Brown, 
State Superintendeni of Education, 



* • * ' ^ State op Alaska, 

Department of Education,, 

• Juneau, April 8, 1975, 

Kenneth H. Hansen, * ' 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

Office of the Superintendent, Carson City, Ner, 

Vs^xn Mr. Hansen : *I was pleaded to receive your letter of March 10, 1075 
rej^arding^the establishment of a **hold harmless ' clause in Title iV, P.L. 03-380 
for FY-75: We are in full support of the concept aud will do every thing we can 
to assist in its' pansage. I have enclosed ft copy of a letter whith was sent to our 
congressional delegation in February regarding this very item. 

I appreciate your keeping me inforlned of your efforts. 
Sincerely, * 

Mabshall Lind, 
Commissioner of Educaiiotu 

Enclosure. 

•FEsntjABT 21, 1075. 
Hon. Ted Stevens^ , . , 

V,S, Senate,- 

Washitiffton, B.C. • 

Deab Senator Stevens: Enclosed are various tables and correspondence 
relating to the implementation of the Education Amendments of 1074 (P L. 03- 
380). All of the enclosures point out that Alaska will receive a considerable cut 
in funding under Title IV, P.L. 93-380 during .the foryicoming fiscal* years of 
1976 and 1977, 

It is our interpretation that under the provisions presented, the state would 
lose about $56,000 Title IV funds in FY-1976. As you know, P.L. 93-380 con- 
sol idhte«K various programs of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
of 1905, including education innovation and support, strengthening of state 
departments of education, support for librssries,. and minor remodeling and 
equipment. The fiscal picture for F^1977 is even more grim, with a total of 
^83,000 being lost under the present formula. 

As a State Department of Education, we did not oppose the consolidation 
measures incorporated in P.L. 93-380. But we were under the Impress iSnhat 
the *'hold harmless" provisions described in the Conference Report indicated a 
desire by the Congress to make certain no state would be cut txom these funds 
with any great handicap being imposed. 

My purpose in addressing this to you is to simply ask "for an amendment to 
the existing legislation establishing a ''fioor" for the small population states 
whfcfi would also establish what we believe was the intent of .Congress in the 
eonsolidntion process. ^ 
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This partletilar cnt at this time would severely cripple many programs In 
local school districts/ Through Title V. E8EA, we have been able to employ 
speelallBts to engage In long-range pldnnlng for Alaska *Q future education policies. 
Through Title in, ESEA, we have been able to fund and supervise various 
education Innovative programs that ^ould have been simplyjmposslble otherwise. 

Tlie figure quoted for Fiscal 1077 would amount to a 50 percent reductim In 
our federal assistance for programs Included In the consolidation, over whcn^tve 
are presently Allocated. Thfs would be a big step 'backward in federal aid to 
education, and Alaska would pufTer more than other states. 

If our office c^ be or assistance to you in drafting remedial legislation to 
overcome this serious ei'ror in Intent, pleoBe contact us. 
SiHfferely, 

# M4BSBALL L. LlND, 

^ ^ ^ • Commissioner of Education^ . 

Abizona Department of Education, - 
' Phoenix J Ariz., June 2, 1975, 

Hon. Kenneth H. Hanse5i, 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of Educqtion, 
Carson City, Nev. 

Deab Mr. Hansen : I agree with your position and support your contention that 
the intent of Congress Is not being met by the current attempts to Implement 
PubUc Law 93>380. Making the transition from one ESEA program to another 
Is difficult enough, recognizing both state staffing and local project funding 
implications, without having the additional burden of greatly reduced funding. 

Let uf hope that Congress recognizes Its responsibilities In helping the states 
implement the changes it has mandated. Many more requirements have been 
extended to the states through PX. / 98-380, and these requirements apply 
equally to all states, those who are getting more and those who are getting less 
money. It Is hardly fair for Congress to ask for moVe programs for less money, 
particularly In today's money market. 

I hope 'you are successful In bringing about the justifiable changes in 
legislation. 

Sincerely, 

Mbs. Ronald H. Wabneb, 
* . ^ ' Superintendent. 

State of Caufobnia, 
Depabtment of Education, 
Sacramento, Calif., March 29, 1915. 
Dr. KEnnoth H. Hansen, ' ' 
Superintendent of PuWe Instruction, Nevada State Department of Education, 
Carson fji^^ ^ev. 

^ DcAB Ke9 : A number of persons from other states have mentioned the funding 
problems for states under the new ESKA^ Title consolidation. I hiave' asked 
m^ staff to review the matter and they have reported that for 1977 the problem 
1» mu^h greater than for next year. It Is my under'^tandlng that five states would 
be adversely affected In fiscal year 1976# 

You have proposed amending the law to Include a hold harmless at 1974 levels 
for all states 'with a distribution of new funds according to the new formula. 
* I don't believe the climivte In Washington today Is appropriate to reopen the 
question of a change In the formula for this program. I am hopeful, however, 
that the general economic situation will improve and that at an appropriate time 
'we can look at alternatives /or FT-1977. I would hope that It might be possible 
to meet the'Fy-1977 problem by an*lncreased appropriation rather than arbitrar- 
ily moving states to hold harmless levels. I have asked my staff to continue to 
work on this problem and to be prepared to offer some suggestions in the near 
future. 

1 want to thanic you for your letter and material and look forward to seeing you 
again in the near future. 
Sincerely* 

> WnLBOK^-RlLES.' 



106 



^ C0LOBA.00 Department op Education, 

Denver, Colo., June.6, 1915, 

Mr. Job If C. PrrriiiGEB. 1^ 

Chairman, Council of Chief State School OgleerM, Legislative Committee, Wash- 
inotan, DsG. 

Deab John: We concur ^that It was not thcT Intent of Congress that certain 
states would suffer a n^et loss as a result of the consolidation that occurred under 
the provisions of VJm j)3-^80. Thus, ue support the contention tlmt overwlgjijb 
'hearings should be conducted by the Congress and that po^ltIve amenduidRs 
should be prepared in order to address the problems of those states whlch^are 
not receiving fair treatment under the provisions of p.L. 9^380. 

^e win communicate our concern on this Issue to the members of the Colorado 
congressional delegation and urge thBlr support of leglslatlqn which hopefully 
will be introduced to adjust tbese'ineqolties. 

Sincerely, , • * « • * ' 

^ Calvut M. Fbazieb, ' 

Commisaioncr of Education, ^ 

State or Delaware, 

DEPABTAteNT OF PUBLIC INSTRUCTION. 

* ^ , ^ Dover, Del, March 18, 1915, 

Hon. Kbnnbth H. Hansen, * I 
^ Superintendent of Public Instruction, Stdte D\;partment of Public Instruction, 
' Carlson City, Nev, V 
Deab Ken: The fund distribution problems created by Title IV, P.L. 93 380, 
are troublesome to us, and we have already comm undated our concerns to our 
Congressional delegation. We have suggested the '*hold harmless*' procedure to 
them. I am wiping to expend whatever e£Cort Is necessary to support a "hold 
harmless" move and will follow your suggestions In this regard. Please feel free 
to use this letter in any way you decide as support for a change In the law to 
bring about a more equitable distribution of funds. 
I will a wait your eg 11. ^ 

Very truly yours, * 

' ' Kenneth C. Madden, 

State Superintendent, ' 

State OF Florida, 

DEtPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 

Tallahassee, Fla„ March 26, 1975, 

Dr. Kenneth H. Hansen 
SuperintendetU of Puhlit Instruction, 
Carson City, Nev. 

Deab Ken : Thank y0 » ff»r your recent letter concerning th^* fund distribution 
problems created by Title IV, P.L. 98-380. We ane currently reviewing the Impact 
of proposed allocation* formula changes. I agree with you that the "hold harm- 
less" procedure is not the most desirable approach to saving services, especially 
if the results do not provide equitable distribution of benefits to eligible recipients. 

I can assure you that I will give this matter the appropriate attention. 
Sincerely^ / 

Ralph D. Txtblinoton. 



[Telegram] ^ 

Kenneth H. Hansen, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

State of Nevada^ Carson City. ' . ' 

Deab Ken : Regret that due to press of developing policy role for new State 
Board of Education which has not as yet considered the matter of hold harmless 
v^th regard to PL 93-380, I must remain neutral on Its. advisability at this time. 

Joseph H. Cbonin. 
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St Ate of IndiaiTa, 
Depautme^it of Public Inbtbuction, 

Indiatiapolis, Ind., June 2^1975, 

Hon. Kenneth H. Hansen, ^ 

Superintendent of Public InMruction, State Department of Education, Carson 
City, iVcy. % 

I>EAa SupEBiNTENDENT HANSEN *. ThU letter Is lA reply to your correspondence, 
of May 22, dealing with the formula program creliited In Title IV, P.L. ' 
I agree with you on the congressional Intent envisioned for Title IV. Congress, 
in my opinion, did not desire to severely cut the funding for any state In tb»» ^ 
c-onsolldated programs. Also, I agree with you thjit the Congress must find an 
a(^'eptable solution to tbe problem caused to several of the states by their action. 

However, a hold-haruAess provision at the FY 1974 level would not be an 
acceptat^e solution HTt^ndlana, The state of Indiana gained some additional 
funds by the new provision. This gain . reflects a real need in our state for 
increased support In these program ^reas. ilt Is ^ly understanding that a bold- 
harmless provision at the FY 1974 level would negate the gains Indiana made 
under the new Title IV. -erf"**^ 

Some questions have arisen as to the hold-harmless provlsHm for "FY 1975. 
liow much financial asjsistance would Indiana lose by such a pi^Hsion? Would 
tlil.H FY 1975 hold-harmless provision allow •losing" states an adequate level 
of appropriations? Again, Indiana educational needs in theS^ areas have risen 
and any Increase In Federal support is beneficial. However, if a hol4'harmless 
provision for FY would not significantly diminish our allocation, and would 
provide other states an acceptable solution, then It might provide the proper 
alternative. 

A more attractive alternative which I faror, would be a supplemental appro- 
priations bill that would provide the * "losing" states with a base level from which 
to operate. While Congress would not intend to severely Inhibit program per- 
formance in any state; they did. In my opinion, attempt to increase Federal 
support in areas of expanding need. Therefore, given the dilemma Congress has 
created. It appears an Increased appropriation for Title IV is the more^efifectlve 
way of solving this problem for all tlTese states. 
Yours, truly, 

Habold H. Neolet, 
State Superintendent 
of Public Instruction, 

Commonwealth of Kentucky; 

Department of Education, 
Frankfort, Ky., May^ SO, 1915, 

Hon. Kenneth H. Ha^nsbn, 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, ^ 
State Department of Education, 
. Carson City, Nev. 

Dear Kenneth : We In BCentucky are very ooncerned about the problem 
created by the Title IV, P L. 93-380 formula for thp l*»ss populous states. 

As you participate in the oversight het^rin^s on P.L. 93-380 regarding the 
formula problem on consolidation, we hope that a more satisfactory arrange- 
ment can be worked out. Kentucky would hearltly support a proposal for allowing 
the Title IV, P.L, 93-380 formula to operate as legislated and providing an addi- 
tional on'^roprlatlon be made assuring the **loslng" states a 90% level of FY 1975 
appropriation under categorical programs. 

Thank you for your attention and efforts on this matter. • , 

Sincerely yours, 

Lyman V. Ginger, 
Superintendent of Public Int^truviion. 
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State ov Louisiana. 
Depabtment of Education, 
Jiaton Itouge, La., April 1915. 



Hon. Ke>:7NExh H, Hansew, 
SupeHfStendent of PuMio Inttructior^ 
\ Nevada State Department of Education, 
Carson City, Nev. 

Dear Ken: This is in response to your letter of March lO 1975, concernlni? 
the fund jdistrltmtion problems created by Title IV of Public Law 9»-^80, Coii- 
-solidotion of Certain Education Programs, Proposed in your letter is a * hold 
harmless" at FY 1074 level with per capita, ages ^17) distribution of "new" 
funds.' 

'^is proposal would appear to be an equitable alternative for the distribution 
of Title IlPluBds. However, with the hesitancy of Congress to amend P.L. 93-580 
and since the official allocation tahles have already been distributed by the U S. 
Office of Education, our most viable approach at thii^time might be to secure a 
supplemental appropriation for those states suffering financial decreases under 
the consolidation pliekage. 

I certoinly agree that Congress did not intend for this to hapwn, and I am 
certain that the situation will be rectified in the near future. 
/We are appreciative and supportive of your present situation and will do all 
wltWiij)ur capacity^ to see tfiat none of .the states are unjustly treated by the 
new legifliatlon. 4 
Siocerely yours, ^ . ^ 

Louis J. Miohot. 
State Superintendent 

of Public Education. 



Maatland State Depabtment of EiJuoation, 

„ ^ ^ „ „ Baltimore, Md., April 5, 1915. 

Hon, Kenneth H. Hansen, 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Carson City, Nev. 

Deas Ken : I recognize the problem created for the states with small pan illa- 
tions as a result of Title IV of P.L. 9^-380, Cousolidartion of Certain Education 
Programs. 

Equity requires that some sort of *'hold ha mi less" approach be taken on this 
matter. We should make an effort tf> enact corrective legislation which will ac- 
commodate such states as Nevada. You can count on my lending support. 
Sincerely yours, 

.Tames A. Sensenbauoii, 
* ' ^ ^tatc Superintendent of Schools. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, 

Department ov Education, 
\ Boston, Mass., ApHl 1915. 

Dr. Kenneth H. Hansen, 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, Ojfflce of the Superintendent of Public 
- Instruction, Carson City, Nev. 

Dear Ken : I hope that you will excuse the delay in getting back to yon. Issues 
relating to Boston and State resources for the administration of the Department 
have beien very time consuming 

I aift well aware of the problems for the several states regarding the distribu- 
tion of funds u^gtermtle IV, PL. 9^-380. I will be meeting this month with 
members of the CCSSO at which time I will surface yotir concprns and will assist 
in the identification of strategies that will provide for a more equitable distribu- 
tion of funds. 

Sincerely, 

Gregory R, Anrio, 
Commissioner of Education. 
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\ ^ Htate of Michigan, 

. ^ ' l)ej»ABTMENT OF EDUCATION, 

» >. Lansing, H^ich., March 

Hon. Kenneth II. liA.xsExf 

Huperintendent of Public Instruction, Office of the ^upcrintendvnt of Fublic 
Instruction, Carson City, A'cr. ^ , f 

Deab Ken : I have reviowed your letter and memo of Mareh 10 and presenteil 
it to tlie Board of Directors of the Chief State School Otficers on Sunday and 
Monday a^ur quarterly meeting;. 

The conjIensiiM of the Board was to support the 'hold harnileHs ' procedure. As 
you undoubtedly know, this mennn that Michigan would not receive $«9l).li:^ 
under this provision. However, I think it Ih the approprlnte action to tnkc, and I 
am pleased to 8npi)ort my sinter State of Nevada. 
Sincerely, 

John \V. I'orte«. 

* State of Minnesota, 

^ department of education. 

.sr. /'««/, Minn., May 21, 1975, 

Kenneth H. Hansen, 

superintendent. Office of the 8up<^jftcndent of Public Imtruction, Carson City, 
Nev. 

Dear Ken : Thank yoii for your correspondence in regard to the effect -of the 
diRtrlbation formula on the smaller states under Title IV of P.L. 9^-380. I share 
your concern about this problem. 

ronjjreHHional action through Sec. 401(a) (2) (A) (H) and Sec. 401(b)(2)(A)- 
(ii) was designed to assure that states receive an allocation not lens than was 
received In FY74. Since the Act did not further prescribe the dlstrilmtlon be- 
tween states, the current formula does not appear to create some inequity amon;; 
*the states with the smaller jurisdictions receiving considerably smaller alloca- 
tions than In fY74. 

It Is not my de.«<lre that Minnesota or any other state receive additional monies 
at the expense of the smaller states. I have already Informed my congressional 
delegation of my feelings Jh this ipatter, and support either your suggestions or 
any other appropriate action which will remedy this problem. 

Tf I can be of further assistance to you In this matter, please^da not hesitate 
to call on me. 
^ Sincerely, 

f Howard B.* Carmet, . 

CommissioTier of Education. 



Department of Elementary and Secondary Edhcatton, 

JeHernon City, Mo,, March 31, 191 n, 

Hon. Kenneth H. Hansen, 

Superintendent of Public Im^triictinn, State Department of Public Instruction. 
Carson City, Xev. 

Dear Ken : In your letter of March 10 you mention the "hold harmless" clanf^p 
in the new RL. 9?V-380 legislation. * " 

Are the formulas already a matter of law. audits the money been allocated? 
What\woTjld It be po.ssible for us to do regarding ^e distribution problem? 

If there Is something that we In Missouri can do to see to it that there is 
equitable treatment for all. I will be pleased to take a swing at it. 

How are things going for you? Beat personal wishes to you. Ken. 
Sincerely yours. 

Arthur L. Malloy. 



Commissioner. 
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StaTK of MoPfTANA, 
HUPEIUNTENDENT St PuBLff? InsTBUCTION, 

Helena, Mont., May SO, 1015, 

Hon, Kenneth H. Hansen, 

Superintendent of Public Inntruotionj State of Nevada, 
CarMOn City, Nev, 

Dear Supfckintendent Hanhev : In response to .vour letter of May 22 coii- 
rernliig the formula problem pertainiuj? to Title IV, I>.L. 9;^-380. enrlo.sed i.s a 
copy of a letter I forwarded to Reprenentatlve Carl I). Perkins on thin .subjei't. 
Ah you will note, copies of the letter were sent to Dr. Byron Hansford and mem- 
bers of Montana's congresHional delegaticm. The letter is self-explanatory. 

I trust the letter to Representative Perkins may be helpful to you in connec- 
tion with the oversiKht hearings. 

If I can be of additional assistance, please let me know. 
Sincerely, 

DOI.OIIES CoLBUftO. 

State Superintendent, 
Enclosure. ' ^ 

^ . April 10, 1975. 

Hon, Cabl D. Perkins, 

Houne of Representative^ ^ 
Washington, D.O. 

Dear Uepbesentativk Perkins: Since 1 am a member both of the Bohrd of 
Directors and the Committee on Legislation of the Council of Cliief State School 
Officers and represent one of the 18 states that will lose substantial funding for 
educational Innovation and support In the 1977 and ensuing tlscal years, I am 
writing to urge you and your colleagues on the House Committee on Education 
and I^bor to support an amendment to the present law, Public Law 93-380t 
which would assure the rfllocation of funds for all states at levels least equal 
to those formerly provide<l in Title III and Title V of ESEA respectively. 

I believe you and your colleagnef4 are aware that when Pijblic Law 93-380 was 
being considered in conference last year, chief state school officers and others 
had the impression that there was an intent to assure that no state would lose 
funds under tiie new formula. 

The problem arises from the fact that the floor provisions contained in the 
apportionment formula for Title III, KSKA 20 I .S.C.A. 842(a)(2) and in the 
apportionment formula for Title V, ESEA 20 I .S.C.A. 8«2(a)(l)' are omitted 
from the apportionment formulae for Parts B and 0 of Public I^aw 93-380 20 
U.S.C.A. 1802(a)(2). Thus, when the apportionment formulae for Parts B and 
C of Public Law 93-^0 are fully applied in flscal year 1977, Montana will receive 
about $350,000 less than under the present formulae for Titles III and V of 
ESEA. 

The estimated loss to Montana for the 1977 flscal yedr represents approxi- 
mately 36 percent of the funds Montana expects to receive in the current flscal 
year for the operation of the present ESEA III and ESEA V programs.! under- 
stand that the other 17 states may expect lasses ran^ng from $120,000 to 
$300,000. 

In view of the fact that most of the potential losses occur in states which, like 
Montana, are sparsely populated and have large numbers of school districts, the 
losses would make it most difficult /or these state educational agencies to operate 
effective Title IV-C programs. 

The states not aflPected by the losses nave indicated their support for the resto- 
ration of floor provisions in Public Law 93-380 to assure that the 18 states will 
receive funding levels comparable to those which prevailed in the past There- 
fore, I urge you and your colleagues of the House Education and Labor Commit- 
tee to initiate an amendment to the existing law that will rectify the present 
situation. If you need additional information about this problem or if I can 
be of assistance in another way, please let me ki^oW. 

In closing may I thank you and your colleagues for the many good feature.** 
contained in Public Law 93-380. The new law will assist the states and school 
districts to provide several new programs and deliver services to the country's 
young people in more effective ways. 
Sincerely, 

POLORES COLBURO, * 

\Btate Superintendent. 
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State of New Uampshisc, 
Depabtueut of Education, 
Concord, NM., March 21 1015, 

Mr Kenneth H. Hansen, 
superintendent of Public Instruction, 
CarMon City, Nev, 

Deab Ken : I Hupport whole heartedly your position iiB stated In your letter 
dated March 10, 1075. 

We do stand to lose an amount approximately $450,000. This would « create 
real problems for us and we have so indicated to our Congressional delegation. 
They are in sympathy with our position and have assured me of their assistance. 

•Ifijoklng forward to seeing you in New Hampshire this summerl 
Sincerely, 

Dr. Newell J. Paibe, 
Commissioner of Education, 



State of New Jebset, 
Dbpabtment of Education, 
Trenton, March 21, 1975, 

Hon. Kennctu H. Hansen, 
Huperintendent of Public Instruction, 
State Department of Education, 
Varam^ City, Nev, 

Deab Ken : Unfortunately, I didn't receive your letter before leaving for Wash- 
ington for the Board meeting but, as you can well imagine, I am most supportive 
of your positions and indicated as much to my colleagues, in fact, I agreed to 
phone Joe Nyquist in New York to see if we can bring him along on this because, 
as yon know, he doesn't agree completely with the description of the situation 
provided by you. 
Sincerely, 

Fbed O. BtJBEi:, 

Commissioner. 



State of New Mexico, 
Depabtment of Education, 
Santa />, A'.i/., April J5, 1975, 

Kenneth H. Hansen, 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, Xcvada State Department of Education, 
Carson City, rXev. 

DeaB Ken: I appreciate the leadership you are taking In our mutual problem 
concerning the funding of Title IV. 1 agree with you that a hold harmless at 
FY 74 level may be our best push. We are still examining alternatives however. 
We haA^e requested tables from Virginia Trotter and the Center for Educational 
Statistics through Senator Montoya. Enclosed Is our letter to the Senator along 
with a draft letter requesting tables. Alao enclosed l.s'a resimnse from ('hrls Cross 
to Representative Manual Lujan's staff. Another alternative was suggested to 
T^tltla Chambers hy Al Alford. He thinks a hold harmless at FY lit might have 
a fetter chance. Of course, that is less money. I'm not sure that would be any 
easier to secure than the "74 figure. 

ril (4end you the tables as -soon as they are available. I appreciate your sending-' 
the tablfs and materials yort have developed. 
Sincerely, ' 

^ Leon'ard J. Dk Layo, 

Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

Enclosure, « , * 

[Telefax) 

May 30. 1075.* 

Mr. James P. Costa, 

Federal TAaison, State Department of Education, 
Carson City, Sev. 

In response to Dr. Hansen*fi letter of May 22. suggest amendment to Title IV 
formula similar to that In Public Law 93-380, Sec. 101(a) (10), so-called Bayh 
Amendment, which would read similar to the following: "There Is authorized to 
be appropriated for each fiscal year a sum not to exceed $ to be allocated 
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at the dIseretJon of the Commissioner to assist those state education aj^oncloH 
whose total allocation under Part C of Title IV of the Ktementary and Secondary 
Education Act Is 00 percentum or less than such allocation under such Tart C 
during the preceding fiscal year/' This neparato authorization should not aflfeot 
the estimated allocations available at tlie present time, exct»pt for thofee States 
eligible under this amendment. ^ 

KWALD B. NVQUIST. -^#* 

A") X Vommissionvr of JCUucatiom 



The* L'nivebsitt of the State ok New Yohk, 

The State Eorc ation Depaktment, 

Hon. Ktoneth H. Haxsen. 
' Superintendent of Public Jnatruction^ 
State Department of Edudation, Carnon City, Kev. 

DEAa KEJi : Thank you for your letter, note and tables ot March 11. Not to he 
"out tabled/' I am enclosing n table which I would like to bring to your atten- 
tion. This table provides a checklist of the Uwers under Title I and the losers 
under Title IV. Under each of these, we find 18 States are represented and only 
In the case of four States and the District of Columbia is there a coincidence In 
whlch^ there was a loss under both Title I and Title IV. 

I wish timt New York were **belng done In" as Nevada Is by p.L, 03-380. In. 
terms of Federal cash flow to our local districts for educational purposes of varl. 
ous sorts, I cannot see where the States that may feel a small negative reduction, 
under Title IV have great concern when you note the large gains that are accru- 
ing under Title I. Maybe It means ^hat those who lost under Title IV will have 
' to be more Innovative with their Title I monies. 

I guess the next time that I see you standing between the North and the South 
in your "middle-of-the-road stance," I will step over and join you and maybe 
share In the riches of those from the middle of the road. 

I do think that beyond the question of formulas we oil should have strong 
concerns about how the regulations and guidelines that are being promulgated — 
particularly on Title IV consolidation and the handicapped — will have a severe 
negative Impact on more effective administration of these programs and the sheer 
burden that will be put on us by reporting requirements. 

Faithfully yours, ' ^ 

EwALD B. Ntquist. 

Enclosure. 

PART A-lEA MONEYS ONLY (fERCENTAGE INCREASE-FISCAL YEAR 1974 TOTAL 
VERSUS FISCAL YEAR 1975 TOTAL: 9 PERCENT) 

Losers checklist Fiscal year— 



SUte I Title I TiUe IV 1974 1975 Difference Percent 

■ 

Altbamt $34,549,166 $40,339,739 $5,790,573 ^ 14* 

Aliske X 2,898,078 3,225,765 327,687 10 

Ariiofit 8,221,t31 13,383,262 5,161,631 39 

Arkansas 20,963,618 22,990,111 2,026,493 9 

Camomla X 121,348,148 128,062,203 6,714,055 5 

Colorado... > 10,933,510 13,504,183 2,570,673 19 

Connecticut X 14,097,517 13,831,739 -265,778 -2 

Oelamre X 2,323,748 3,995,75& 1,672,008 42 

Florida 25.292,847 47,884,074 22,591.227 47 

Qaoriia X 40,573,812 44,014,035 3,440,223 8 

Hawaii X 4, 106, 552 4, 652. 410 585, 928 12 

Idaho X 2,719,220 3,693,052 973,832 26 

Illinois X 77,364,803 84,060,765 6,695,962 8 

IndUna , 18.773,439 21.072,822 2.299,383 U 

Iowa X 14,601,661 14,661.224 89,563 1 

Kansas 9,691,973 11,747,773 2.115,800 1 8 

Kentucky X 32,212.788 31,939.341 -273,447 -1 

Louisiana 31.322,489 47,145,448 15,822,999 34 

Maine X X 5,641.269 5.727,207 85,938 2 

Mirytand 22»6I1,512 26.786,951 4,105.439 IS, 
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FART A-UA MpNCYS ONLY (rEBCENTAG£ INCREASE-FISCAL YEAR 1974 TOTAL 
VERSU3 FISCAL YEAR 1975 TOTAL: 9 fERCENTy-ConUnuid 



SUta 



Lostri chtcklist 
Titlfl TiUi iV 



1974 



1975 



OifTirtncr 



Pirctnt 



Miiwtiimtts 
lllcMlUi.. 
MinMMl*. 
Hlsitssli 



sttts L. 



Ntbnski^ 

r(mtfa..._ 

NwHuBpinlirt...'. 

Nt« Jtniy 

Nnr Mtxico. 

Ntw^Yofk 

Noih Carolini < 

NormOaM* 

Ohio 

gkUhqma 
racori 

Pannsytvania 

Rhoda island 

South Oaf Qllna 

South Dakota. 

Taonassaa 

Taiai 

UUh 

Varmont 

Vlccinia 

Washington 

WastVirfinIa 

Wisconsin 

Wyomlnj, 

Oistrict of ColumDia. 



X 
X 
X 
X 



X 
X 

X 



X 
X 



X 
X 



X 
X 



20,07.155 
32^9^621 
23»3fir.302 
3*l65i542 

I. 108.679 
2.273^895 

52.903,906 
7.393.115 
' 'X439 
.663 
4. 101. 267 
45^210.413 
16.649.246 
8.709.633 
69.645.012 
5.032,119 
29,153,231 
5.470, 551 
31.273. 191 
67.675, 754 
4.462. 117 
2.093.957 
31.522.69^ 
15.134.927 
17.319,113 
U, 709.456 
1. 186,384 

II. 194.811 



30,292.790 
63,845.(tt3 
25. 155,461 
31^^845 
28,643,319 
4,500,975 
8,837.465 
1,913.315 
2.743.951 
47.673.165 
ia. 028, 757 
l», 866. 701 
47.964,045 
4.377.310 
50,025, 141 
18,586.708 
13,065, 339 
78,52lrS19 
5,852. 170' 
30.882,029 
5.677.625 
36.592,586 
94,397.530 
<«^,990 
2.793.655 
35.346.213 
18.740,912 
J6, 348. 525 
24.647.752 
. 2.049,328 
9.670073 




^5,706 
6.^6.437 
120.051 
1.028,798 
207.074 
5.319,395 
20.721,776 
627,803 
699,698 
3.823,521 
3,605,985 
-971,288 
5.938.296 
862.944 
-1,524,738 



7» 
8 

17 
7 

IS 

36 
14 
42 

17 
-10 
39 
-12 
-7 
6 
9 
10 
33 
11 
14 
" 3 
4 
15 

2| 
12 
25 

\l 

-6 
24 
42 

-14 



Total. 



IS 



IS 
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The State or Xobth Dakota, ' 
Depabxment op Publio Instbuotion, 

' Biamarok, N. Dak., March 25, 1915. 
Kenneth H. Hansen, a 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education^ Carson^ 
. Ciiv.Nev. 

Deab Mb. Hansen ; After extensive review of the fund distribution formulas 
under Title IV. PX. 8»-380. we in the Department of Public Instruction of the 
State of North Dakota are concerned with the financial effects of this legislation. 
Even though we do not fe^l that Congress intended that money be shifted from 
small states to the larger ones, this is precisely the effect of P.L. 98-^80. 

In the case of North Dakota we have compared the total amount of funds 
for which we were eligible in FY 1975 under the categorical programs with our 
estimated allocation for FY 1977 under the* consolidation in PX. 93-380. There 
is a reduction of $398,848 according to tables developed by the U.S. Office of 
Education. Ttie greatest effect Qf this reduction of available funding would, ac- 
cording to our onderstandiqg of th^ regulation, make less money available to 
local, schools for programs. / 

We support a ^'hold harmles^C* provision at the FY 1973 or 1974 level, which- ; 
ever is higher, with per capita (ages 5-17) distribution of ''nev**'* funds acifruing 
to the separate consolidated parts. This would assure continuance of all pro. 
grams in this and all other states and, at the same time, provide funds for 
expansion of programs in the larger states. 

We urge your support for this type of procedure. We don't feel that it was the 
intent of Congress that this reduction of avoilable funds should occur. 

Sincerely yours. V • 

Lowetx L. Jensen, ' ^ 
Aaaiatant Superintendent for Instruction.^ 
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Hon- Kenjieth H. Ha.-vr^, 

t of Public Tnatrtk 



State Depautment of Education, 
Oklahoma City, OAia., March 21, 191$. 



Superintendent of Public Tnatrt^tion, State Departmnit of Edubation, Carson 
City, \ev. 

Peab Kenneth : This Ih In reply Jo y(»nr letter of March 10 reffardinj? potential 
varianceH in funding patterns of comioUciated urosraiiiM um compared with cate- * 
gorical programa I agree with you In believing that the ConRress intended that 
no state should be penalized financially under the new program. 

It 8eem8 to me tlyit a "hold harmless" proviirton at the FY 1074 level would 
be a satiHfactory alternative until other steps can be taken to correx't this seem- 
ingly unintentional, discriminatory legisiiition. Although It appears that Olcla- 
homa Is not affected so much by reduced funds as some other sparsely populated 
states, we tstill subscribe to the principle you have statcnl, 
SInc«»rely, 

Leslie Fisher, 

• ' ' S^tate Supti'inttHd€nt\ 

Commonwealth op rENNSVLvANiA, 

I)EPAJITMENT OF EDUCATION, 

UarriHbury, Pa., April 15, 

Kenneth H. Hansen, 

Superintimdent of Public Instruction, State Department of Education, ♦ 
Carson City, Net. 

Deab StPEKiNfENDENT Hansen : HH 5901, the Appropriations Committee Hill 
now before the House, Is Intended to deal with the serious "problem of inequities 
In financial assistance to'the smaller states under Title ! V, Part C, of PL 98-380. 
These Inecjulites were create<^ by the funding formula of IK^riSO, and in my 
opinion, these funding formulas should be adjusted to more f'airly distribute the 
available federal funds. Under the currenl^allocarinn formula. In FY 1977, those 
12 to 15 least populous states would lose from 20 to 50 percent of the funds 
currently received under the programs consolidated. ^ 

We In thp Pennsylvania Department of %ucatIon wWSld support a comprehen- 
sive 4-evIsi^n of the funding formulas by Amendment to 9:^380. rnfortunntely, 
such )e;cislation does not appear imminent. As a result, an alternate route Is hein;; 
advocated to deal with this problem ; this Is the section in Uli 5901, which states : 
• Provided further that the amount made available to each state from the sum 
heretofore appropriatcnl for FY 1970 or from the sunj appropriated henMn for 
the FY 197^ for Title IV, part C of the ESKA shall not be less than the amount 
made available for comparable purposes for FY 1075/' (p, 3, lines 1-0) 
j» While It Is true that adoption of thift langua;:e will mean a financial loss to 
Pennsylvania and several of the largerj ndust rlal states, nevertheless we support 
the provision because it remedies an unTnT^rtfiiiral and unfortunate unfairness 
to the smaller states. 
Sincerely, 

John C. Pittenokr. 



State of Hhode Island j^nd Providence Plantations. 

\ Providence, RJ., March ' . 

Hon. Kenneth H.HA^rfH&ltv 

Superintendent of Public J n^^truet ion. State Department of Education, 
Carson City, Ner. ^ V 

Dbar CoMMmRioNEB Hanren I I received your reecnt letter relating to the 
problems created by Title IV, P.L. 93-380. Enclosed with your tetter were tables 
with your suggestion for a "hold-harmless" provision. May I first say t^at I 
appreciate the great amounts of work and efforts you and your staff have under 
taken to produce such tables. They have been of great assistance to me and my 
staff as. we begin to measure the ramifications which will occur should we lose 
the funds under the presen^ allocation formula. 

We concur that a hold-harmless provision is probably the least effective meUiod 
of saving our allocation. Should we have our preference, we wouhl prefer to see 
the allocation formula changed completely to protect us In all future years: how- 
ever, we recognize the diflficulty In convincing some of our ci^eagues to relinquish 
the monies under the new fomnila that they have receive<L 
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Recent conversations wltji the Senate KtaflP of the Subcommittee of Ktluca- 
tlon Indicated that they felt changes in the formulii stiould be Initiated in the 
House. My Federal liai«on, Bob Berlam, has talked to Jack Jeiltiijijf8 of Coif 
''gressman Perkin's staff and Chris Croan of ('onffreHsman Quie's staff. Althougli 
both were sympathetic. It appears that neither of them is extremely anxious to 
Hiionsor leeiHlation to change the formula. With thcf«e realities in mind, I agrw 
that we shouh^.piove toward the hold-harmless syliitlun. I intend to forward th»*"^ 
, tables. wtM<^h you have provided, to our Congressional delegation in the next week. 

or two and encourage their supixm! Perhai>s, us you suggest, if we j^vwrk t'ol- 
< lectlvely we can salvage the pfogra^i which is nee<led so desperately in our 
educational system. » 

Lastly, we are planning on^oldlng a Region I AVorlkshop for all tlie states 
in New Engliyid to establish some method or strategy to effect a correction Jn 
the allocation* formula. As the results of this meeting become available, I will 
forward the information t(?you and to oUr colleagues. 

Once again may I thiinlv yfm for your efforts ia this particular matter. I hope to 
mt^i^t wUh ypii In thb n^ar fiitnr** 
Sincerely, , ' ' . 

^ Thomas C. ScHinnT, 

Commisftioncr. 



Statk of Soi'TH (Uromna, , 
, Depaktment pf Edi'catiojv, 
. CfdNmbi^f , S,(*'., June ^, i 975, 

Dr. KEN5KTH IL nANSeX. 

State Supcrintentii^tt of Pu7}lir Iftst ruction, 
State Department of KducQtion, 
Caisson City, }fet\ 

Dear Ke^: I am sorry that you had to follow up yoiir letter of March 10 
ivith another on May *J2 asking uiii to re.siK)nd io one of earlier daUv I had 
assumed th^t a response had been given to your March ICflettei:. 

However, my notes indicate that Dr. I)on IVarcc, our Coordinator of Fed- 
eral Funding, called your Jim Costa in Marcli- and expre^tAed support of *the 
following positions: il) An. increased apj)ropriation in the supplemental suf- 
ficient to give theT' loser" states eithtr 100% or \H)% of what they had l>een 
getting — or (2) A "hold harmless" at the 1974 level which would cost the big 
states money and which, they w4fl defpat — or (3) A change In the formula which 
would provide more equftable^fundlvg. * 

Dr. Pearce tells me that th^se jxTsitions were l*ecently reiterated. Incidentally, 
we have made some contacts in behalf of these positions. 
Sincerely yours,; ' ' . " 

' . Ctril B. Busree. 

^ * ' fitate ^superintendent of Education. 

Texas Kf)tTATiON Aof.A y. 
AuMtin. Texan, March ifnr). 

Hon. Kenneth H. Hansen. 
Superintendevt of Puhlie Instruetinf^ 
Office of Education,. 
Carnon Citj/, Ncv. 

Dear Superintet^de¥t Hansen : Your letter of Alardi 10, 1975 to Dr. rJr.H-kcttc 
has been referred to- me for reply. 

The concerns about funding under Title IV of V.J\. 03^-3M0 and the nee<l of 
**Hold-Harmless** legislation has been previously dLscuslied with Dr. Brocketteby 
T>r. Kirby of this Agency. Dr. Brockette'a position is that the rule of n^astmaldo- 
ness should apply, and that it would not be fair for many states to receive suli- 
stantial fund reductions as the result of the consolidation. In fact, be ha« alroady 
eommunicated through Dr. Kirby to Mr. Ray Peterson of the Council of Chief 
S^tate School Officer?/, that he wwild be happy to support efforts to protect the 
Interests of smaller states. 
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We certalnlj^ sympathize with the problems dlsciuoed In, your letter and will 
support *'Uord-Hann)esH" legislt^tion with the provision that "new" funds be 
distri bated on a per capita basis. 

Please ke^p os informed as to how we can L>est he of service. 
Slncereiy, 

Alton O. BowEN. 
Deputy Co99i J* tone r fo r A d rrii ni at rati vc S er NccB. 



'** ' * ' i Utah State Board or Editcatiox. 

, • ' . . Salt Lake City, i tah, MarA 17, 1915. 

Iloq^ KENNETH H. Hanhen. ' ' ' 
Hupgrinimdcnt bf^uhlic Inatrnqiion, 
^Carson City, Nev. 

DcAB Ken : Thanks for the materials you sent and for your initiative on the 
matter of fpbding under Title rV as op{>oscd to Individual programs approach. 
I certainly support your efforts In bringing about equity In this matter. 

As a result of the recent meeting in Santa Fe, I Have already written our 
i.v'>ngresslonal delegation 'asking for a "Hold Harmless" provision to enable Hmall 
Mtati : to remain alive while more equitable fhrmiilae* are developed. We are 
pursuiuK ♦^he identical course you outlined and hope*tor success through concerted 
and individual effort. 

I shall be in Washlngtf^n. P. C. this week and will have the opportunity to 
dlscusA this matter with my congressmen, Ted Bell, and the officers of CCSSO. 

RlglU* will prevail. 



Sincerely^ yours. 



( , Walter D. Talbot. 

,8tatc Superintendent cf Public Inntruction. 



Mr Kenneth H^l Haptse*. 



State of Vermont, 

DEa^ABTMENT or EDUCATION, 

MontpeUer, Vt, March 19, 1915, 



Superintendent of Publ/tc Instruction, 
Nevada State Department of Public Instruction, 
Carson City. Nev. 

Dear Ken : Thanks you' for your letter of March 10 regarding the problems 
created by P L. 93-380. 

We have been In touch with our C<vigressl/>nal Delegation and other states 
regardihg the problems created by the* provisions of that bill. In addition, we 
have been In contact .with theTouncll of Chief State School Officers and the U.S. 
Office of Kdncatlon^ln regard to this situation. 

We were represented by proxy at the meeting In Albuquerque. New Mexico. 
It is oux position that because of the sltuatlcrtythe small states should he protected 
by a **hf)ld harmless * provision to allow for alternative planning and funding 
procedures. 

Sincerely yours. 

. Robert A. Withey. 

. Commissioner of Education, 

■■ . — A. 

» SUPEBINTENDEIfT OF PUBy^ Tn STRUCTION. 

Olympia, Wmh-, June 11, 1915, 

Hon. Kenneth H. Hansfn. 
SuperintfMdent of Public Instruction. 

Carson City. .Vrv. . ' ^ ^ 

Pear Ken : Your March 10. 1975, letter requesting a statement of our position 
on tha frtAnvla concern under Title IV^ (PL 93-380) did not go astray. My 
staff was- aware of the problem and has talked with Jim Costa on several 
occasions. 

Ag it turns but, the State^f Washington's position on this matter will be to 
fiupport any Increase In funding that wiU^llow the "loser" states to ^maintain 
tjielr FY 1974 level of activity. I under sranfl that an effort will be mad§ to get 
some funds In a supplemental budget to effect an increase for this purpose In 
FY 1977. My office will certnlny support.that eff^ojt. 
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I trust you can underMtaod our position on thla Issue, We are Concentrating 
our efforts on getting some legislative relief on the maintenance of effort language 
in Htle IV at this time. 

Our State Legislature did sine die on* Monday after 148 days of consecutive , 
session, the longest period In the state's history. It has been an Interesting experi- 
ence with education funding ^d special levy relief being major issues. If we are 
succe«8ful In our effort to get the maintenance of effort language modified In PL 
0»~380 and the State Legislature moves qulcldy on state funding matters, we 
may be able to successfully implement PL 03-^380. 
Sincerely, 

Frank B. Bbouiixet, 
State SupeHntcndent of Public Inatruction, 



State of Wibgorsin, 

DePABTUENT of PcBUO iNSTBUCniON, 

MadiMon, Wis , Map 30. 191$, 

Kknneth U. Uaiihen'^ 

Supenntendcnt, Drpartment of Educatifm, 
Carson City, Nev. 

Deab Ken: I believe the formula for allocating funds to the states under 
Title IV, P.L. 03-380, should remain as presently constituted. If the formula Is 
fair and valid, then penalizing soa^ states In order to hold other states harm- 
less creates Its own Inequities. Th^«^^o^e, I*belleve the fairest solution to the 
problems of states that have lost funds would be to appropriate additional 
money to save them harmless for several years to make the adjustments to the 
new formula levels. 

As I Indicated in my previous letter, I do believe this Is a matter that should 
be handled by Mr. Hansford's olllce out of c(>nsideratlon to all of the states. 
Sincerely, 

Babbaoa Thompson, 
. State Superintendent. 

f ^ 

The State of Wtomino, 
Department of Educatioit, 
Cheyenne, Wyo,, May 28, 1915, 

Mr. James P, CJosteb, 

Federal Liaison, Nevada State Department of Education, 
Office of the Superintendent, 
Carson City, Nev. 

Dear Jim : This Is In response to a letter from Dr. Hansen which we received 
on May 22, 11175 requesting Information from the Wyoming State Depnnment 
of Education that will help you in the upcoming oversight hearings on P.L. 
03-380. , 

Enclosed Is a copy of a letter and an attachment (#1) that was mailed to our 
entire congressional delegation setting for the problems Wyoming has as a result 
of the P.L. 93-380 distrtbution formula. 

I hope this Information wiU be helpful to you ns you meet with the appropriate 
House members. 
r-^rUlally^ 

Dale D, Lucas, 
Deputy State Superintendent of Public Itistruction. _ 

Enc. 

The State of Wyoming, 

DEPABTMENT of EntJCATTON, 

Cheyenne, Wyo., February 21, 1915, 

Hon. Gale W. McGee, 
V^. Senator far Wyominy, 
Senate Office BuUding, 
Washinyton, D.C, 

Dear Gale: A very close examination of the Education Amendments of 1974 
(93-380) '^d its relationship to the Supplemental Appropriations Bill P.L. 93- 
554 as it affects Wyoming^ reveals a veritable disaster for federiilly funded edu- 
cational programs In the State. I am enclosing two documents which will Indicate 
the, nature of the problem and am requesting your support and assistance In 
some needed changes in P.L. 93-^0. 
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Tte first atta<^bmellt shows the federal appropdations level cdutalned in the 
Sappletoentdl Approt^rlatlons Bill for forward funding of Parts B and C of Title 
IV. This attachment also $ho\i^ the resulting impacts of this legislation on 
WyQ^iiug when the distribution formula is applied. In the way of explanation, 
^ th© (data on Wyoming. ineludeB grant amounts or anticipated grant founts for 
the Fiscal 'Seats 74-T5-76 and 77. The data on 1W6 is most interesting and is 
of Immediate cohcem because of the provision for 50 percent consolidation of 
the Various titles' included in Parts B and G. Projecting a constant level of ap- 
propriation into Fiscal Year, 1977, whei^ full consolidatian occurs, only ampli- 
fies the deteriorating effects of funding tmder, this l^nt formula. 

Tl^is data indicates a sucees^ve drop from the 1974 funding level of $1,060,916 
to th6 anticipated, receipt of only $522,096 In Fiscal 1977. This results In a cumu- 
lative loss of $538,822. . ' • 

It seems that twenty states are^nvolv^d Jn a loss situation in the Implemen- , 
tation of PX. 03-380, while thirty states ahox^ projected ^ains. Our data and 
data from the USOE indicates that Wyoming suffers the greatest loss 'while 
California can project an incrfelase of $3(550,535; New York would increase by 
$4,824,848; Texas would gain $3,051,756 and other states receiving lesser in- - 
creases down to a break-even point. ^ % 

Information from the Congressmen responsible for the compromise achieved 
in resolving the differences between H,lt 69 and &>1530 have assured us that 
it was never the latent to force states into a diminished funding level. We have 
al^o had indication from the states standing to gain in this legislation that they 
Would not desire to achieve those gains* If they were to result in losses to the 

li#ji^Pso indudlng ^"copy of a resolution developed by representatives of 
RevS^iPi§tate Departments of Education which we hope you will find acceptable. 
You may wish to Initiate isome action upon this, or if the situation dictates, you 
ma^ iftnd you can support action which may be generated from another source. 
This resolution is being submitted to the Legislative Committee of the Council 

Chief State School Officers and it is our understanding tliat.they may be the 
body throjQgh which some action may occur. 

.Tt sevms to us that" if the needed chang€fs in the legislation are what might 
be considered a technical amendment, then it might be possible for this action 
to occur prior to Implementation of our FY '76 program. ' 

I trust that, as in the past, tve will be able to depend upon you in assisting ; 
in getting these changes made.' Should additional Information be required or de- 
sired, plea^ do not hesitate to cohtact me. 
best regards, 

Robert Q. ScHaXoEn. 
State Superiniendent of Public Instruction, 



, Appendix ^Impact Statements 

• ^ State of Alaska, 

Department of Edt^oation, 
* Jwnem, Alaska, June S, 1975, 

Tames P. Costa, 

Liaison and Federal Program Administrator^ OiJtce of fkc Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, Carson City, yev. 

Dear Mb. Costa : In reference to your request of June 5, 1975 relative to 
Alaskans projected activities under P.L. 93-380 Title IV Part C for FY-77. it 
appears that circumstances will ilecessitate a total curtailment of LEA programs. 

Whereas in fiscal year 1975 Alaska, under the same activities authorized and 
consolidated in Title IV, will operate a total of 34 programs in 12 LEA*s directL 
involving 21,483 students at a cost slightly In excess of $335,000rthe same activi- 
ties In fT~77 will consist of a SEA maintenance etfort 25% less than that of 
FY-75, and no LEA programs. I hope this providei^the type of information you 
require. If I can be of further assistance do not hesitate to contact me at yot^r 
convenience. Thank you for your interest in this matter. 
Sincerely, 

Marilott Madden. 
Special Assistant to the Copifnissioner, 
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(From part C, atl« IV, Public Law 93-380J 

Statementm^f Impact os Abkansas of Uedvckd Funding in Fiscal Yeab 

1077 

Local school districts with operating projects have been alerted to the possi- 
bility of reduced funding in FY77. They have been advised to consider moving 
staff off Title in projects during the interim period. 

No new projects will be funded and about 18 of the current 40 projects will 
be continued. Priori ties *f or continuation are being established by the Department. 

State of PET«AWAaE, 
Department of Puauc iNsraucTioN, 
A • Dover, Del, June 9, 1975. 

Mr. James P. CcteTA, ^ * ^ 

Liaison and Federal Program Administrator, Office op the Superintendent ft^ 
Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev. . 

Deab Ma. Costa : Your memorandum of June 5» 1975 was referred to me for 
a reply from Dr. 'Howard E, Kow, Assistant Superintendent for Auxiliary Serv- 
ices. Therefore, any further inquiries concerning P.L. 9H-380 should be sent to 
this office nnder whose faijEection the Title IV program will be administered. 

render the old ESEA Title III, Delaware is currently maintaining twelve (13) 
\pro^ects, serving 3.2154'hi Id ren, and employing 38 teachers. You know, of course, 
that the ESEA Title III programs were intended to be three (3) year programs 
with a gradual shift of budget to locjil responsibility. Our present programs are 
about to enter the third year and would nut, therefore, he renewable for the 
school year ending 1976* ^ 

Beginning ih September 1975'^for^FY '76. we had intended to introduce nine (9) 
new programs but with the present 'allocation under I'art C. Title tlV P.L. 93-380, 
they cannot be approved. This represents 3,626 students being deprived of the 
type of education we feel Is necessary in order to try out new ideas and provide 
an atmosphere in which creativity can flourish. These nine (9). programs would 
also provide employment for approximately 43 teachers. 

Daring FY '77 under Part 6, Innovative Programs, Delaware's allocation is 
only $4,575 which .will only allow one small program to operate in the entire 
state. Also, four professional and two secretarial positions will have to be ter- 
minated. It is indeed unfortunate that the (liildren of Delaware during FY 77 
will not have the same opportunity to be involved in Innovative Programs 
which will be enjoyed by children of the more populous states to a greater extent 
than now exints. 

Thank you for your interest in Delaware and if you ha^e any further questions ' 
please call my office at 302-678-4625. / 
Sincerely, 

, , Ebvin C. Mars it. 

Administrative Assistants 

* ' I From part C. tltl« IV, Public Law OS-nsO] 

8TATKMFNT OF IMPACT OX HAWAII OF REDUCED FUNDING IN FISCAL YeAR 

1077 

As one of the twenty small states most severely affected by the new funding 
formula. Hawaii suffers the same proporthmaf e loss as the others, but the impact 
is perhaps the most severe on Hawaii, which has chosen to concentrate its 
former Tith'^II, and now Title IV, I*art C, funds on state-wide curriculum and 
instrucfioual improvement and development Activities. Most states, including 
Hawaii, are not able fo budget substantial amounts of money for major undei- 
ta kings of this nature. This decision has been an effective one for Hawaii because 
of its uniquie siilgle state-wide system of education. All projet,ts under Title III. 
or Title IV. Part C, are devek>ped» field tested, and installed on a state-wide 
level. This concentration of effort and resources has permitted the implemen- 
tation of the principles of curriculum change and innovation on a planned, 
systematic and large scale basis. Ulie effectivejiess of this approach is evident 
in tliat the Hawaii English Program de^veloped under Title III funding is now- 
servicing approximately 56,280 children or 597<? of the pupils in grades K-0. It 
has been selected j/everal times at national levels as an exemplary program, and 
preparations are now underway for wider dissemination as a result of its 
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selection as one of^^ President's Ri^t to Read pro^atns. This compreheo^e 
approach to large scale educational improvement is consonant with the national 
move toward consolidation of federal fnnded titles under KSEA, but the formula 
aiJpUed and fund distribution under consolidation dilutes considerably the im- 
pact of tile federal tuti6B.^tle III fimds in Hawaii are now concentrated on only 
two projects: The Hawaii English Progrram^Secondary ; and Mainstreamihi; 
Mildly Handicapped Students in English Classes. Both projects are being devel- 
oped as Systematic continuations of the statewide elementat^ HEP (Hawaii 
English Program). 

The secondary English project, the major undertaking, would fe^ most 
strongly the effects of reduced levels bf funding, particularly since earlier cut- 
baClSB have taken their toll in staff reductions^ time extensions and decreased 
product outputs. The most serious im{)acts on the project would be : 

1. Dislocation of plans already laid for wide field testing of the first levels 
of the secondary package. Schools/have made plans, teachers are presently in 
training, materials are In production, and expectations are at a high key. How- 
ever, without adequate staff to energize and coordinate the tests, plans would 
have to be drastically altered. The effect of cut-backs at this most critical stage 
of wldr- school involvement would be most difilcult to recover from. 

2. Further expansion of established target datea The completion date has 
already been extended to six yedrs from the original five. The longer the period 
the more diflScuit it becomes to sustain the effort. The cut-back would result In 
another extension, casting serious doubts on the stated ability to lead and sustain 
a major development effort. 

3. Failure to articulate the secondary development with the installation of the 
Elementary Hawaii English Program. Times lines for the secondary, development 
were planned to allow sixth graders existing from the HEP to inove without 
interruption into the secondary level. If these time lines cannot be met, there 
will be severe disruption in program continuity for some 8,000 cMldren and 100 
teachers ready for the next higher level of HBP. The effects of this deprivation 
on children's learning are difficult to cbntemp'late. 

The second project, Mainstreaming the Mildly Handicapped, covers the critical 
field testing stage of a four year redevelopment of the HEP for mildly handi- 
capped elementar^children, and also the creation of new materials for mildly 
handicapped secondary students to enable them to function in nminstream Eng- 
lish classea Both developments anticipated the national trend for mainstreaming 
the mildly handicapped into regular education and are significant on this score. 
The project is already modest in scope because of limited funding. A further cut 
would reduce the small staff, the number of classes to receive the materials, the 
rumber of children to |}e followed, the size of the materials package, and the 
duration and quality of teacher training programs to be mounted over the year. 
Such curtailment would mean a step backward at a tim^ when both the state and 
nation are moving strongly in the direction of mainstreaming the mildly 
handicapped. 

Statement of State op Idaho, Department of Education 

Boise, Idaho, June 11, 1975, 

If the Federal funding for FY 1977 under Part C of PX. 93-380 remains at 
the levek reflected in Table 4, DHEW :ASE :NCES :REP, dated 4/21/75. it is 
evident that there will be a reduction in programs and services that are provided 
to the Idaho school districts and to the stud^ts enrolled in the elementary and 
secondary schools of the State. The S^te Superintendent of Public Instruction 
and the State Board of Education will be forced to make some hard decisions on 
what programs or services will be reduced or terminated. 

Since both programs and services require staff, it only follows that tfiere 
will be staff reductions. Tlie number of persons employed in programs funded 
from Titles III and V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act in Idaho 
will of necessity be reduced by approximately 40%, 

Tbe-nnmber of innoVative projects that can be funded will be sharply reduced. 
The reduction in the number of projects will quite likely exceed 50%. Many 
worthy projects will not be funded. 

Failure to fund projects decreases the « number of children served in a given 
period of time. The number of children affected^ almost impossible to estimate. 
Since many schools and ^tricts adopt programs or portions of programs that 
are tried and proven. 
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' Equally important ifi the fact tbat worthwhile Ideas and concepts, when given 
the opportimUy to develop, become an established program In the school class- 
roonc What starts out to be an Innovative project for 30 students udder one 
teacher, even If not adopted by anyone else, could affect the children under this 
teacher for the next ten years. The anticipated loss of $253,000 in FY77 to the 
state of Kansas will amount to about 10% of the level. This is not con- 

sidered a damagii^g Iohm to the Htute, but It will undoubtedly reHuU In not funding 
one or two requests for new projects in that year. The state plans to honor 
existing commitments. 

Roy Tbuby, 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

^State>ie»t of Department of Educational and Cl'ltubal Sebvices, 
Augusta, Maine 

Negative QiTect of 03-380 Appropriation on the Mulne Department of Educa- 
tional and Cultural Services, 

The sum of $850,296 projected for Part C of TlUe IV under P.L, 93-380 is only 
$00,940 over the Title III, E.S.E^. aUocaUon for FY 75, let alone the $355,000 
allocated to Title V, E.SJJ.A. (strengthening State Departments of Education). 

I have been advised by the Title III, E.S.E.A. Coordinator that the best that 
he Will be able to do is to r^und existing projects' in FX 77 and/or fund a 
limited amount of the Mini Grants. 

I also, anticipate that some of the current projects funded under Title V, 
E.S.E.A. will be eliminated for lack of funds. 



State of Mozttana, . 
Office of the State SupERiNTENDEifT, * 

Helena, Mont,, June 1975. 

Mr. James P. Costa, 

Liaison and Federal Program Adminiatraior, OfJIice of the Superintendent of 
Public JnMtruotioni, Carson City, Nev, 

Deab Jim : In response to your letter of June 5, 1 want to provide the following 
information concerning the potential losses of Part C, P.L. 93-380 funds. 

The amount of funds available for ESEA Title IV, Part C during fiscal year 
1977 will result in the virtual elimination of federally funded innovative and 
exemplaiy school programs in Montana. In fact, the amount remaining after 
the strengthening state and local agendes set aside has been taken, the grand 
sum of $79,656 will remain for all of the other Part C program activities, Includ* 
lug Health and Nutrition and Dropout Prevention progrtlms. That amount 
compares ^th the current $540,000 available for innovation and with an average 
of $620,000 which has been available In prior fiscal years. Translated into per- 
centages, Montana will receive 15 percent of what It received in fiscdl year 1975 
for innovation and 13 percent of the average of previous fiscal years. 

In program tQrms, the funding situation will mean the termination of more 
than 90 percent of existing innovative programs at the end of ^scal year 1976. 
Jn addition, no new projects will be approved in both fiscal years 1976 1977. 

Recently implemented programs such as Innovation Incentive Grants to 
classroom teachers will be terminated even though the Concept has been en- 
dorsed by every participant in the program as being an effective way of 
helping Montana students. The budget situation also dictates the elimination of 
any possibility to establish needed demonstration sites throughout the state. 

The cut win also prevent* the development of any health and nutrition and 
dropout prevention programs as were expected under the consolidation legl8l£r* 
tlon. In addition, the comprehensive statewide assessment of educational needs 
in the state is nearing completion and will be adversely affected. Participation 
in the program has been extremely good because local districts were assured 
that funds would be available to support the development of solutions to identi- 
fied needs^ The budget cut will result in an unexpected, unwanted and consider- 
able delay in the R and D efforts necessary to meet Identified needs. 

The fiscal year 1977 appropriation will result In the elimination of 50 profes* 
slonal and support positions in Montana s(4iuols. Of more Importance, however, 
is the elimination of needed supplemental services to more than 20,000 students 
in Montana elementary and secondary schools. Federal programs such as ESEA 
.Title III and Title IV represent the only sources of funds for program develop- 
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in(*nt available to most Montana spools. Such monies have supported pfogniinH 
ill environmental education, legal f wareness, preschool, health education and 
cultural awareness which would nol have been possible under other catef^oiical 
programs. If the budget picture f/4V fiscal year 1977 remains the same. It is 
practically a certainty that-Hueh worthwliile services for students will iieconii» 
extinct. 

I truHt tlmt t\w I;jformati()n lam providing may be useful to you. Thank you 
for your inquiry. 
Sincerely, 

Ralph O. TIay, 
Executive AasUtant, 

Statement of Impact on Nebraska of Redvced Funding in Fiscal Year 1977 

The funding level for Nebraska in FY 1977 Part C, Title IV. P.L. 3S(). 

will be approximately one-third of FY 1974. Tnls will most likely result in ii pro- 
portionate cut-back in supplementary program services for schools. Mo«t uflfectt'd 
will be the mini-grant and adoption grant areas where individual creativity and 
adoption of proven practices have been enoouraged. Such a cut-back will result in 
proportionate reduction of staff ''and student participation. With the funding 
available in FY77 the state of Nebraska will honor existing commitments to the 
extent permitted. No new projects will be accepted. 

[From part C, title IV, Public Law 93-380) 

Statement of Impact on Xfc;VAi>A of Reduced Funding in Fiscal Yeab 1977 

A definite decision about program reductions to compensate for the projected 
losses from FY 1977 appropriations has not been made. It is obvious that a 527© 
reduction will force the hard decisions to he made soon. 

The Department of Education has a strong commitment to provide technical 
and consultative assistance to local school districts in media and materials, cur- 
riculum development, subject matter areas, and instructional and administrative 
practices. This service usually takes the form of inservice education, but many 
times it iff done by request on a person -to-persf>n basis. The Department provides 
the people with expertise who can promote innovation, encourage change, and in- 
spire improvements in the classrooms which can lead to better learning pppor- 
tnnlties for children. There is relative certainty that the Department- a njl the 
State Board of Education will want to continue this commitment and to do so 
with funds formerly available under ESEA Title V. 

If this is the choice, then all of the program effort under innovation and supple- 
mentary services (KSBA Title III) will be forced out of existence. Approxi- 
mately fifty schools in ten district.s will terminate supplementary services to 
25.000 students in programs of reading, math, guidance and coun.seling. science, 
art and music, vocational skills, economics, and instruction the handicapped 
and the gifted. About fifteen employed staff will need to be released or reassigned 
and more than 180 teachers will he denied the opportunities for enriching and 
supplenrventing their regular classroom programs. 

^fc the state level the 52% reduction could mean that t^o full time professional 
Htaff and two secretaries would need to be released. Six other staff members per- 
forming specialized servioes for ESEA Title III Oii a less than full time basis 
would need to be reassigned and pos.sibly released if state funding is not forth- 
coming by Fiscal 1977. 



Statkment of Impact on \kw Hampshire of Reduced Fi nding in Fiscal Yfar 

1977 

Dear Mr. Costa : In response to your recent inquiry as to the impact on New 
Hampshire's educational programs under the new authorization formula for 
Title IV of the Education Amendments of 1974. I am happy to submit the follow- 
ing information : 

New Hampshire stands to lose a total of .$507,422 during FY77. ThLs is approxi- 
mntely n ZO^o reduction from that received in 1975. Although the impact is felt 
in both Parts B end C of the Act. the greatest impact will be In Part C, wh^re we 
anticipate a reduction of $457,116. 



4gV 



123 



In our state we are fortunate in that a large portion of our 1075 Title III 
fnnds are unexpended : otherwise It would be Impossible for us to meet the 
obligation which we h& :e to currently approve^ three-year model grant programs 
with the anticipated iunds from Part .0 pf lltle IV. Eyeu though we can meet 
our obligations for the future, we' will not be able to carry out an extensive 
program for innovation and supplementary centers. i 

At this time it appears that New J^laujpshlre v<'iU utilize Its full authof Izatloh 
of funds under Tart C for strengthening state department and local educational 
agencies, increased .operating exi)enses and an increased efl^ort to strengthen 
leadership roles at the local level have made It necessary to use the full authoriza- 
tion. Consequently,, the amount remaining for innovative programs is reduced to 
about $100,000. 

This redaction will seriously curtail our 'Efforts to develop innovative and 
exemplary programs at the local level to meet critical student needs. Our efforts 
in this direction will be cut to abont 20% of the former level of support. In view 
of the fact that Kew Hampshire had 1.5% of all validated Title HI projects 
during 1073 and 1974, but received only .5% of the total authorization from 
Congress, we feel that this is a signiflcant loss. Add to this the fact that our 
state support for education is the lowest in the nation and you can see that there 
is Uttle likelihood of the local districts being able to carry on this type of activity 
with their own revenue. ^ 

I appreciate your efforts on ^half of tho^e states affected hy the change in 
funding authorization and trust that our respective plights will be understood by 
Congress which w^l act to restore the former level of funding. 
Sincerely, ^ 

RoBSET Bbunexo; 
I Deputy Commissioner. 

CFrom part C, Utle IV, Public Law ff3-3803 
Statement of Impact on New Mexico or Reduc^ Pdndino in FisCAt Yeab lo/? 

Services offered by the New Mexico Department of Education to local school 
districts are generally In the form of technical assistance. The lack of adequate 
funding under Title IV of Public Law 93-380 to carry out the services which were 
previously offered under -the categorical programs will be a serious loss to the 
scho61 children and educators In Nejv Mexico. The lo^s will be felt In F3C77 when 
staff positions at the State Department oi Education will be deleted of necessity 
due to the lack of rundlng. ^ 

The most serious loss faced by New Mexico as a result of the funding formula 
is the reduction by over one-half of flow-through funds for imiovatlve programs. 
The importance of these funds for addressing critical areas of need In education 
In the state by seeking Innovative and alternative solutions for these problems 
must be emphasized. 

- The loss of fundl|ig will thu^ be felt not only by the teachers and children In 
projects that cannot be funded but will also be felt statewide, as an Important 
and * successful |>rogram for Improving the quality of education will be signifi- 
cantly reduced. 

I 

^ The State of Xorth Dakota, 

Depabtment op PtJBUc Instruction, 

Bismarck, NfDak,, June 10, 1915, 

Mr, J/LMES P. COSTA^ / * 

IJahon un4 Federal Frof/ram Administrator, O0ce of She Superintendent of 
Publio^nst ruction Carson City, N'*v> 

Deab Jim : This Is in response to your memorandum of June 5. 

Unless a remedy is found to replace the loss NorUi Dakota will experience 
in the amount of $488,452 from the formula provlde^n P,L. 03-380, Title IV» 
Section 402(a) (2), programs and services funded totally or in part from f^nds 
provided through Tltlfe V ESEA and Title III ESEAkvlll have to be severely 
reduced or eliminated. ^ 

A resume of the types of programs designed tD^ssist the districts and cooperat- 
ing non-public schools to better meet the needs of the indents Is attached. 
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The strength of any program, and especiiiUy programs which have been pro- 
vided with funds provided under Title V BSBA and Title III BSEA, Is^con- 
tfiiuity. Without consistency in fanding, there is no opportunity to apply the 
findings or to encourage the adoption of innovative and exploratory projects 
which ^ve evidence of improving the learning-teaching process. 

At the level of funding provided when consolidation is fully operational in 
FY 77 with the maintenance of staff at the current level, which will be the policy 
^f this Department, the amount of funds to support projects and programs will 
be such as to, for all intent and purposes, eliminate such activities. Based upon 
the information at hand, there will be approximately $32,963 for this purpose, 
compared t<i ?434,000 in FY 73. We hope that the charts projecting Program 
ConsbUdation Funds— Purposes and Sources, Plans for Funding LEA Projects, 
number of children served and not served is tlie information the committee 
needs. 

Sincerely, ^ ^ 

IC L. DOOLEY, 

Director, State ond Federal Relations. 



State Depabtment of Education, 
Oklahoma City, Okla,, June 10, 1975. 

Dr. Jim Costa, * , ^ 

Liaiton and Federal Program Administrator, Otflce of the Suficrintendent of 
Puhlio Instruction, Carson City, Nov. 
Dear Db. Costa : This will reply to your memorandum of June 5 relating to a 
request fOr supplemental testimony for the Subcommittee. As it was pointed out 
earlier, Oklahoma will not be a heavy loser according to projected data. Accord- 
ing to Table 4, which was attached to your memorandum. It is estimated that 
our Title IV, Part C allocation will bo reduced by approximately $170,000.00. 

Any reduced amount In our allocation of funds under this program will simply 
mean reduced funding to eligible applicants and thus reduced services for ele- 
mentary and secondary school children. 

Respectfully, ^ ^ 

Eabl Cboss, 
Assistant State Superintendent, 

Federal Programs Division. 

Depabtment of Education, 
J. State or Oeeqon, 

^ Salem, Oreg., June 11, 197i. 

Mr. James P. Costa, ^ , ^ ^ . ^ « 

Uaison and Federal Program Administrator, Office of Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, Carson City, jVcv. 

Dbab Ma. C3osta: Oregon Department of Education personnel do not know 
the exact program reductions In Part C, that will have to be made. Therefore 
our response to vour survey* Is only an estimation of what may occur. 

(a) Programs to he terminated or reduced. — \ to 6 programs will be terminated. 

ih) Staff re<e«c*iojM*— Project personnel will be reduced. There will be a 
reduction of 1 to 4 p»ple per project. ^ ^ . ^ . . 

(c) Vumher of chSdren that win nol he i»f?rt?cd.— The number of students not 
being served multlpffles grei)itly when the eliminated project is concerned with 
a statewide priority.* ^ ^ ^ , , 

We are not able t^lglve a true estimate as to the number of children Involved 
because the projects to be '■educed have not been determined. 

Jf I can be of further assistance please contact me. 

Sincerely, ^ 

Ah EtKINS. 

Government Relations Specialist, 
Communications and Oovemment Relations. 
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Stat^ of Rhode Ibujxd and PbovidknCb Planta'^onb, 

Depaatmeist of Education^ . 
Providence, RJ., June 9, 1975. 

Mt. James Ck)8TA, 

. Federal Liaiaon and Program AdminUtrotor, mate Department of Education 
Canon City, Nev. 

Deak Jjm: May I firnt, express Commissioner Hchmidt's appreciation for the 
excellent testimony y^u gsa^ve before the li^ubcommittee on Elem^tary and Sec- 
' ohdary Education on Tuesday, June 8, in behalf of all the jstates losing funds 
nnder Title IV of P.L. 93^80. We appreciated the thorough and complete data 
which you provided and the professional manner in which you attempted to show 
the plight of the smaller statea 

In regard to your letter of June 6, in which you asked us to respond to you on 
the Impact to Rhode Island due to the loss of our funds, I would like to indicate 
our (tirection for the next three years. Aa you are aware, the loss that Rhode 
Island will incur because of the new formula in Title IV is app'roxlmately 
$406,000. ThlB is almost eqiml to our FY 1075 appropriation for the entire Title 
III, E8EA programs. Therefore, it is certain that w^ will not open a funding 
period for FY 1076 for Title III programs'and the phase out of all programs 
presently In existence over the next two-year period u expected. 

This year, in Rhode Island, we have In existence 26 indlvWual Title Ill'pro- 
grams operating In our 40 school districts. These programs service approximately 
5,868 students in both elementary and secondary grades. When this Is compared 
to the number of students in our elementary and becundary schools, it is easy to 
see that <a huge pen^ntage of our school population will lose their educational 
Innovation projects because of the loss of tliese funds. Additionally, there are 
over SOlLProgram'' Directors and teachers who will have to find employment in 
edueatlob other than the onea in which they are presently involved. Overall, It 
Is obvious to us that we will not be able to support innovative programs at any 
. iGYel of signlflcance by the end of the next fiscal year. ^ 

I could substantiate at great length the effectiveness of many of the innovative 
programs which 'have ijecn Q{)eratlonal in Uhode Island and which have even- 
tually been funded by the local school districts' resources because of their value 
to students. However, I think that it is Important at this time that we state to 
the Congress that Title III programs which have had a large impact, in Rb(10e 
Island education since 1060 win no longer be available to the students of Rhode 
Island. 

Again, I appreciate your efforts in our behalf; and if I can be of any further 
assistance to you, please inform me at your earliest convenience. 
Sincerely, 

ROBEBT A. BEBULM, 

Coordinator of Federal Programs. 




South Dakota Depaktment of Edx7cation and 
\ Cn-TTBAi* Affaibs, Dmsioif of BJlbmentabt 

AND SeCONDABT EdTTCATTON. 

June 6. /^75. 

Hon. Labbt Pbf^slek, 
Longicorth Bouae Office Building^ 
Waahingiony D.C. 

, Deab Congbessman Pbkssleb : Title III of the Elementary and Secondary Edu- 
cation Act of 1086 was designed to test new concepts in elementary and secondary 
education and to disseminate the Information gained by such activities to other 
schools. Several of these programs have been highly successful in South Dakota. 
Just to name a few : we have a reading program in Sioux Falls that shows a 2.5 
year gain in one year, a team approach to Guidance tn Brookings that is being * 
copied by clrlc groups outside the school and a K-12 environment program in 
Chester that has had over 100 outside requests for their curriculum. 
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For the^)a8t few years Title III haa had the follcnving fuTiUiuK: 1973, $(534j;8J 
with $150,000 for admiuistratiou ; 1974, $0«7,85li with :$ir>0,0(JO uUiiiiniHt ration ; 
1975, $072,370 administration $150,000; 1976, $487,62l> ;jdinini8ti^iou $150,000; 
1977, $81,706 with $33,949 for aaministratioii. 

Please note that in 197? this wonld be only $47,757 for programs of whi<h 
$12,250 is earmarked by Fcnierai legislation for th<» handicapi>ed. Ot th«' $3.V50l 
remaining, the 1974 Education Amendment i»ro\id<'s for i>rognim In l)rai>out 
Prevention and Nutrition and lleiilth, formerly fnnded directly by Wnshingtow 
to the local ednention agency. This will not provide sntficit'ut funds for either 
of these new progrums to say nothing of the innovative progruiuH formerly 
belnir carried on. 

In all the discussions prior to the enact m<'nt of the law everyone was assured 
that the states \vould be protected at the 1974 or s(mie sindlar ievol/kny thing 
that can be done to roestubiish this level \lould help salvage this ust#fl activity 
for the Htate. ^ f\ 

Tnank you for your assistance. V \ 

Sincerely, 1^ ^ 

F. R, WaAk, 
Acting State 8uperini\ndent. 



I'jAH State Boakd of Ei>rcATidw, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, June I A 1915. 

Mr. James P. Costa, 

Administrator, Liaison and Federal Programs, Office of the Superintemlent of 
Public Instruction, Carson City, Nev, 

Dgab Jim : I am happy to respond to your request for information with respect 
to potential losses for Utah as a result of the change In the formula under RL. 
9a-380 for Part C programs in Title IV. 

The USOE Title III Section 306 funds have funded in FY 1975 a statewide 
facilitator project The success of this project prompted the State Advisory 
Council for Title III to recommend that Title III funds which flow through to 
the local districts be used fo fund "adoptables." ^'Adoptables* are nationally 
validated programs and projects which make a positive difference in the learning 
of children. 

LHstticts were offered up to $5,000 per program to implement tliese proven 
practices. In F,Y 1975, Utah districts submitted seventy-two reciuests to imple- 
ment *'ttdoptables" totaling over $300,000. 

The new Title IV State Advisory Council was so Impressed by the positive 
feedback relative to \he "adoptable" program expressed by school districts that 
it recommended an additional $250,000 over the original $300,000 be made avail- 
able immediately to help meet the demand. - 

The loss of over $300,000 for' Utah during FY 1977, as a result of the change in 
the allocation formula, means sixty **Proven Practices*' projects will not be 
scheduled for implementation In the public schools of Utah, 

Local districts will need to release approximately twenty-flve teachers l^ngaged 
in exemplary programs. One-thousand children will not receive the benefits of the 
adoption of tWe proven prac^tlces. The potential loss is much greater. Currently, 
nearly 54,000 students are receiving the benefits of Title III, KSEA develop- 
mental projects such as U-SAIL at an expenditure of $231,000. The loss of $300,000 
must be measufed In terms of potential Impact upon a similar number of chil- 
dren in Utah Schools, 
Sincerely, 

BKariARR S. FuRSE, 
Administrative Assistant and Federal Programs, 



State of Vermoxt. 
Department of Education, 
Mfyntpelier, Vt.. June 12, 1975. 

Impact OF Losbes Under Title IV Part C, I^ublic Law 93-380 

Severe reduction^ In educational programs and erosion of the State leadership, 
role wonld be the impact on Vermou If Federal funds under the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act are not restored. 
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The major negative Impact would be felt in curtailment of Vermont*s only 
avenue for research and development in education* The funds for innovative and 
exemphiry progr&e on the local educational agency level currently supiwrt 
projects to: 

Develop ways of teaching the metric system. 

Bxperiment with alternative methods of motivating students. • * 
Provide a more effective wyKti^m of aco()iintiil)ilIty and assessment <>f 
students' progress. 

Develop affective education prograiiiw. 

Provide an experimental program for training auti«tie children. 
Provide opportunities for students to develop educational i>rograms for 
student operated radio and television shows. 

These programs and others would be aborted in their developmental stage. 

A program of providing small grants for teachers and students to experiment 
with new or improved practices in the clahsroom would be terminated. In one 
year alone the Impact of this program affected over (5,000 students and over 200 
teachers. This program, operating successfully siuce 1971, would be completely 
eliminated in terms of Initiating new projects. 

At the present time the program for strengthening the state department is 
snpporing personnel in critical and essential servic'e ureas ; i.e., deputy commis- 
sioner, legal counsel, data information services (which includes computing state 
aid to local agencies), public information services, subject matter specialists, 
planning servic-es, superintendents' liaison, school facilities planning services, 
teacher certification, and teacher education services. 

As a result of the economic situation lu which Vermun finds itself, reinstate- 
ment of these programs would be Impossible through State funds. Thete is no 
alternative source to this support In a rural state such as Vermont, 

Deab Jtln : In reviewing your ' lUest of June 5, U)75, I find that as a result 
of the FY77 distribution of fundi^ under P.L. 89-10> Title IV, Part C, Educational 
Innovation and Support, West % Irglnla will lose approximately $324,190. If this 
loss becomes a reality som*^ rograms will have to be terminated at the local 
leveL As you know, InnovaLion projects are generally funded for a three year 
period. Taking Into account the above loss, those projects receiving their iniual 
funding In FY76 wUl not receive second and third year funding. It seems such 
a waste to initiate projects and have to cut them off just when they are getting 
started. It Is Impossible to Identify the number of projects and the students In- 
volved since the projeet.s will not have started until after July 1, 1975. However, 
I can assure you at least four projects In the areas of dropout prevention, health 
and nutrition, and strengthening LEA leadership aetlvlles will be terminated, 
'The three areas wljl utilize about $164,000 lnFY7«, ^ i . 

No doubt there will also be a curtailment of some programs desired to 
strengthen the SEA during FY77. Tlie 15% set-aside Is just not enough to keep 
the SKA In business. Our survival during FY76 came about as a result of the 
"double shot' of administrative fimds. u ,^ 

I sincerely solicit your support In any effort to provide for an, FY74 hold 
harmless for the losing states, yet not penalizing those states tha are the gainer^. 

1)0. Daniel B. Taylor. 



\)BAB JIM : Thank you for your efforts on behalf of the less populous states 
which lose ftmdlng tmder PnbUc Law 93-380, 

The situation for Wyoming in Fiscal 1977 leaves us few alternatives and the 
result will be a closlng out of all Title III funded lirojects and all flow-through 
to local education agencies from Title IV, Part C. Other provisions In the Act 
which will be completely neglected In Wyoming under these circumstances are 
the Nutrition and Health Demonstration Projects and Dropout Prevention 
Projecta In addition, our Title V, Strengthening State Departments of Bduca- 
tlom activities will necessarily be curtailed. Since the law provides for Uie con- 
tlimation of Title V type activities as a major set aside In the ftndlng. It will 
be necessary for the Department to reserve the full $291,063 for those activities. 
It is Interesting to note that the law provides that the state may continue the 
Title V activities at the Fiscal 1973 level, which would have been $359,449. As 
yon can see, our share of Part C will not even allow that set aside activity In 
entirety. 
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in W^l^Xn! D^'."'°''"""°" --'^ rece'- fair consMeratlon 

Keapectfully yours, 

Mexviif H. G1LU8FIE, 
^^recior of Federal ProfframB. 

1 TlUe ni-type actlvitles^Innovatlon. WASHiiroTcm, D.C. 

A. The following obJecUvea will be reduced • 

1. Individualized Instruction 

2. Elementary Environmental Education 

3. Elementary Art 

B. Special Education will be cut from two projects to one 

C. Guidance Counseling and Testing will havl a very ?ow prtority 
- 2 ^""^P^"* Prevention will be unfundable Pnorlty. 

S" and Health will be unfundable 

F. Community Participation activities will be reduced 

Fifteen to twenty currently occupied positions will be threatened, 
n. TlUe V-Type Activities— State Support 

(Signed) babbasa Sizbmobb, 
Superintendent of SehooUt. ' 

^Mr. Lehman-. Mr. Daley, Federal Liaison Officer. State of Washing- 

STATEMENT BY WILLIAM DALEY. FED^EAL LIAISON OFFICEH 
STATE OF WASHINGTON 

h^""' V.''''^^ Thank you verj- much for the opportunity td appear 
h^nd renresent the internet of the State of 'Washington Depart- 
rn^of Ecfnration. In the interest of conserving timef I will only 

rely liPavilv on property taxes for school support, and our con- 
n ilat^ 'I'n ^%^hat wVcan exJeeS the?r 

on to f^. ' [ L"" l":!!^'^''""' '^.'-"•^'^^^ t(J%ubmit an annilal proposi- 
tion to the vote^. and that proposition has t\be approved bv a simple 

i l^ -v^l^lfT"* '"[rr'' -p^rcZ affilaVve X 
.JL-f ' l^^T "?«^ school district The 

constitution framework intends for these to bLpecial lev^S Tnd we 
a.-e trying to limit ta.xes. However, the cost o?\Jducation l^s caus^ 

f,m?uTn?„'"t*"r,'-^P P^J''^''*'- °^ maintenance and operation 

Snn nfn • '^•"'^ '^f?^''^ '^''^ involved in these levies. We hrvrove? 

Itunt " ^lisapprove those levies in substaSi 
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B*orty-^even dih^ricts in our state have double-heavy losses this year, 
involving over 40 percent of the studeJits. This is particuJarlj-l a state 
problem, but ii has a side effect in that the maintenance 'of en[ort re- 
quiremeiits that we adhere to via Federal statute are now being 
applied in the instance of those heavy losses. 

Last year, the U.S. OflSce of Education, title I auditors told us 
that if the levi^ failed in these particular school district^, the title I 
fmids would be restricted or eliminated. The same thing i^ now being 
said about title IV in general. * I . 

We think that the Federal government does not intend that\(Usad- 
vanta^ed students, in particular, should su£Fer additional eduti^tional 
harm m »uch circumstances. Very briefly, we are asking that yoii re- 
examine those maintenance of effort requirements in the context of 
a general examination of Public Law 95--380. 

Other Slates have similar problems relating to enrollment decline 
or to similar tax losses due to the economic situation our States now 
face. We' hope that you will take a look at thosp i-equireraents as you 
examine Public Law 93-380. 

I will submit additional comments in writing, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr* Lehman. Thank you. 

[Prepared statement of William Daley follows:] 

Pbbpaxed STATBMEirr'oF WiixiAic Dalet, Fcdcbal lAAxeov OmoEB 
State ov Wabhinoton 

Mr. Chairman, Membem of the Committee, Ladies, and Gentlemen. At the. out- 
set, may 1 thank yon and^yonjr staff iTor giving me the opportunity to represent 
Superintendent Bronlllet here today. 

>Cnrrently, the school system In Washington is facing on unprecedented 
fL^ndal crisis to which the niaintenauce of effort requirements In federal law 
add a special dimension. In order to. explalii why ^e have this problem, 1 mtmt 
take a bit of my time to ootllne for yon how we finance schools In the State of 
Washington. 

Like ^ost states, ours relies heavily on property taxes as a sonrce of school 
support. In an attempt to limit overall taxation, the Constitution provide^ that 
the property tax shall be a fimTimnifi of 40 mllla These 40 mills are apportioned 
between schools and other units of local gpvemment. Any property tax levy that 
goes beyond this limitation requires special approval by the voters In the taxing 
district * 

To gain such approval, an'annnal proposition mnst be submitted. It innst l^e 
approved In a special election dnring wlilch there Is a voter turnout of more ^an 
40 percent and an affirmative vote of more than 60 percent. If the proposition 
fails the first. It may be submitted again, bnt if it fails on a second try, there .wUl 
be no special levy for that year, f 

Clearly, it was the intent of those who wrote these constltntlonal provisions that 
levies that exceeded the mUlage limitation should be sit^doX and should be dlA- 
cult to obtain. Bnt, because of a tremendous rise In the cost of education in the 
last two decades, annnal levies have become a basic part of school funding in 
Washington. In many school districts, they represent 80 peYcent or more of the 
maintenance and operation moneys available. They now amount to apprdxi> 
mutely $600 million a blenn|nmM This has grown from a high of aronnd $15 
million In the 1950V - 

They would represent figures In those amounts, that is, if voters in school 
districts were to continue approving them, bnt they are not In the ^ring of this 
year, 47 school districts In Washington suffered double levy losses^ Bven though 
we have over 300 school districts, those 47 districts edncate over 40 percent of 
the school population in the state. The bulk of the losses occurred In the larger 
districts, particularly In King County which contains Seattle and a major con- 
centration of large snbnrban school districts Over 40 percenit of o^r state's 
Students will reside next year In districts with double levy failures. 
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I do not mean to imply through these statiHtics tlinj the loss ?>f thene levies 
poses a resi)onHihilIty for the federal government, NVe have, aiKhVill continue 
to maintain, that the levy system is anticiuated, inndKjuate, and in need of • 
ehange ijy the state. Indeed, in 1970 and In 1072, our Legislatirro Hpbtyitt<»d C(m- 
stltutlonal amendments to the people which provided for an ineohie tax for 
school support and substantial reductions in the reliance on these Vjperjai levies. 
In both instances, the proi>ohItionM were (icfcate>l J»t the pedis, by n 1 margin 
in 1970 nnd by m()re than ji 3 to 1 margin in NNV anticipate that a4(titionrtl 

constitutional changes will he subndtted to the voters either this Novenil)ei^^>r the 
following November In an attempt to solve that problem. It l<» wom^^tbUti^ that ojir 
state niiist do by'itself. ^ ' '* 

But, the federal government does have responsibility for a side effwt tliat,\ve' 
were unable to anticipate and that relates specifically to rny eoneern be/f)re,yoU 
here today, maintenance of.effort. 

As you are aware, almost all programj^ that supply ftnleral dollars to >ocal and^ 
state govertiments contain requiremeftt^ prohibiting the sui)p!antlng of local dol-* 
lars with the federal dollars. For example, 45 CFK 8 116.5, goveridng Title I pro- 
grams, states in its pertinent part ; 

**. . . Any such redpctioji in fiscal effort by a local <Klucatlonal agency for an^ 
fiscal year by more than 5 percent will disqualify a local educational agency unless . 
the local educational agency is able to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the state 
educational agency that such a reduction was occasioned by an unusual 
event .... that cquXd not have been fully aniieipated or reasonably compensated i 
for by the local educational agency. . 

The law governing the new Title IV program states: "403 (a) . . . Submit to the 
Commissioner a state plan . . . which — (11) gives satisfactory assurance that the 
aggregate amount to t>e expended by the state and its local eflucatlonal agencies 
from funds derived from non-Federal sounvs for programs descrilied in section 
421 (z) for a fiscal year will not be less than the amount so expended for the pre- 
ceding fiscal year. . . 

Similar language governs virtually all programs providing federal money for 
schools. 

Even though we have hatl sporadic double levy failures throughout the lOGO's, 
in some instances some rather laVge fallun's (In Spolcane, and in Hrenierton. and 
in northern King County), we interpreted those failures to be tmusual events 
which excepted them from the meaning of the maintenance of effort re<iuirements. 
We did so because of the tenuous nature of the levy system and because of tlie 
super majority requirements. No one objected. 

In May of 1974, however, the Title I auditors from the TT.S. Office of Kdueation 
— told our state that such an interpretation, which they before had accepted, no 
longer was acceptable and that a district that lost a levy and thereby fell below 
the 5 percent maintenance of effort rtKiuirement also would lose the federal dollars 
being provided to help educate their disadvantaged students. More recently, the 
question has been raised about the new Title IV. We anticipate that this question 
Is applicable across the spectrum of federal programs, and we fear what will 
happen if it stands. 

If that interpretation is applied for the Title I program alone, we would lose 
approximately $7 million in basic Title I funds. Such an action would involve 
over 30 percent of the state's basic Title I entitlement and would affect approxi- 
mately 40 to 50 percent of the state*s eligible Title I students. We do not believe 
that the occnrrence of an unusual event such as the Ioks of a special levy should 
result in inflicting a double penalty on Washington's public school students, es- 
pecially the disadvantaged students served in Title I. We further believe that if 
this is the only interi)retation possible under the requirements of federal law, 
then those requirements should be altered. 

In tallcing about changing the maintenance of cfTort requirement, we are 
well aware of Congress' concern that should maintenance of effort requirements 
not be made strict, supplanting with occur on the local level. Indeed, we have 
experienced pressures for supplanting in our own state. Only because of those 
requirements, have we been a^le to resist them. Every tinie our legislature 
meets to consider the budget, fhey hold an all-day hearing on federal funds. 
The point of the hearing is to find out whether or not there is any way to use 
federal dollars to reduce the need for budgeting additional support for the 
state's schools. If you were not maintaining those^equirements at the federal 
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leTel, the Legislature would be able to supplant and thereby shirk at least a part 
of their obligation to maintain an adequate educational opportunity for the 
students of the state. 

We also know that our school funding syHtem needs to be changed and there 

• are those who will argue that if we do not adhere to the U.S. Office's Interpreta- 
tion of maintenance of effort, political pressure on behalf of changing the system 
will be removed from our policymakers. There l.s enoURh political pressure for 
change there now. The disaster already is too large to be ignored. We anticipate 

" even more double levy failures next year. The change will come. It will involve 
an alteration of our state's entire tax structure and whole new method of 
funding cfducation in Washington. But that change will take time and In the 
meanwhile^ we think It unreasonable that federal policy should be Interpreted 
in fltich a way as to further penalize students already faced with educational 
losses. ' 

We hope that either you can prevail upon the executive branch to change Its 
' interpretation of maintenance of effort in order to allow us to steer around this 
disaster or. If that cannot occur, change the requirements themselves In such a 
way, as to permit federal funds to continue ot flow to students in those dlstrfots 
which suffered these losses without letting our Legislature off the hook in general 
for maintaining their own effort in this arena. ^ 

Thank you very much for your time. 1 will provide furtt^ documentation of 
our problem to you through your counsel. 

Mr. Le^iman. I will ask Mr. Miller to eonie up and present his 
testimony, then we will ask our questions to all of the State officers. 

Without objection, your full testimony will be made part of the 
record*. Would you like to introduce the members who are appearing 
with you toda^y i 

STATEMENT OF JAMES W. MILLEIl, LEGISLATIVE fcHAIEMAN, 
JJATIOWAL ASSOCLATION FOE PTTBLIC CONTINUING AND ADULT 
EDUCATION ^ 

Mr^MIW*Rr^^hank you, Mr. Chairman, we have a short statement 
to make, and then we ask that Mrs. Turner and Mr. Ryan be permitted 
to make a few brief reniaiks. 

Mr. Lehman", i'ou may have 10 minutes for the whole thing, 

lir. Miller. Thank ,you. 

Thank you fof pernlitting me to appear before you today to testify 
in behalf of a request for a technical amendment to the Adult Educa- 
tion Act. The issue we bring-before yon today is neither a north versus 
south, nor a loiral versus urban issue, but is a concern which represents 
tlie consensus of adult educators throughout the Nation. ' 

Today I am represientin^ the National Association for Public Con- 
tinuing and Adult Education as its legislative chairperson. I am also 
a member of the O hi(^)e pail git' nt of Education and have the re- 
sponsibility for the adfflnistration of the adult basic education pro- 
gram in Ohio. 

I am accompanied by Mrs. Mary Turner, chairperson of the Na- 
tional Council of Urban Administrators of Adult Education, and by 
John Ryan, chairperson of the National Council of State Directors 
of Adult Education. Both groups are affiliated with the National As- 
sociation for Public Continuing and Adult Education. v 

The Education Amendments of 1974, Public Law 93-380, provided 
_Jb» a shift of the adult education discretionary money for special 
experimental demonstration projects and teacher training— most com- 
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mohly known oa section 809 fuads— from the U.S. Commissioner of 
Education to the State educational agencies. This change was sup- 
ported bv NAPCAE and by the States. Such forward thinking on the 
part of this committee and by the. Congress is greatly appreciated. 

As a result of that le^slation, the States are now mandated to spend 
not less than 15 percent of the State allotment for special e^erimental 
demonstration projects and teacher training. In order to manage the 
program more eflFectively and to provide expanded services to adults, 
It is proposed that the language in .section 309 of the Adult Education 
Act be Amended to read that a State education agency must spend ^'not 
less than 5 percent" for special expei^mental demon.strati6n projects 
and teacher training' activities. 

Massive changes in the economy have tak^n place since the passage 
Qf Public -Law 93-380. Unemployment rates have risen in all sections 
of the country^ and this has created unprecedented demands on. the 
services of the adult basic education prograin. The demand on adult 
education programs has further been affected by the results of an 
everchanging 30b market, by the increased enrollment of veterans, 
and the realization on the part of adults that improvement in basic 
educational skills is e^ential if they are to remain in thfe ranks of the 
employed. 

In order to determine the impact of massive unemployment on the 
adult education program^ on May 4, the NAPCAE legislative com- 
mittee implemented a national survey to assess the effect in thp States 
and to determine the extent to which State and local ABE directors 
across the countiy support lowering the mandated set-aside from 15 
percent to 5 percent. ^ 

The jinrvey instrument was mailed to all 50 State directors of adult 
ejiucation, to the^^egional program office rs^of the UJ^T Office of Educa- 
tion, to th©^ regional representatives of the NationiflCouncil of Urban 
Administrators of Adult Education, and to a sampling of local pro- 
gram directors. The results show that 92.5 percent of the respondents 
support the need for the suggested changes. 

Respondents were also asked to report the impact of unemployment 
on the program and the manner by which local adult education pro- 
grams are being affected. Following is a smnmarization of the 
-findings : 

(1) Almost all States are showing major growth in enrollment due 
primarily to the unemployment situation ana also due to the fact that 
undereducated adults who are currently employed realize they will 
probably be the next worke^ to be laid off and are, therefore, return- 
mg to school tb improve th^fr skills. 

(2) Many States report that due to inadequate funding and the 
effects t)f inflationf classes are being terminated much earlier than 
placed, students are being placed on waiting lists, needed «l^aic- 
cional materials a# not bemg purchased, supportive services such as 
recruitment and coimseling are oeing reduced, and schoofs wanting to 
participate in th^j^^am are being asked^to wait. In most States it is 
impossible to e^r^no^ programs to meet the needs created through 
unemployment. The net result is that many adults who want to 
improve their employability are being denied access to the program. 
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(3) The costs of teaehers* salaries, fringe benefits, and instruQ^ional 
materials a^e goiiiff up in most areas of the Nation, therefore, making 
less money availaHe tor program expansion. In some areas it will be 
necessary to reduce staff for next year s projects. 

The original purpose of the Adult Education Act in 1966,' which is 
exceedingly relevant today, was to provide employment opportunities 
for underreducated adults. Wliile special project activities are desira- 
ble, it would appear that the basic intent of Congress is to serve 
^udent$ who desperately need the services of the program. 

It is our belief that the proposed technical amendments would 
strengthen the le^lation and would maintain the intent of Congress 
beibause of the following reasons: 

1. The establishment of a lower n^JM^ted set-aside would give the 
States the flexibility necessary to ma^^l the program and yet main- 
tain the intent of Congress. 

2. Due to a change in the funding formula, many States lost money 
. and after complying with the 15-percent mandate for special projects 

jSnd4t impossible to maintain the programs they have operated in^ 
previous years. By shifting sonie of the experimental funds, more 
money could be made available for local program operation. 

3. Special projects for staff development activities have J?een con- 
ducted since 1967. Probably a higher proportion of ABE funds have 
gone for demonstration purposes than in almost any other Federal 
program. Adtilt educators believe in the need for special projects, but 
net to the degree that services to students must be seriously curtailed. 
Congress, has maintained thekemphasis on direct services to children 
in titlerl, and we believe adult education must have the same priority 
for their parents. 

There have been a few expressions of concern that the special proj- 
ect activity may be deemphasized if this proposed change becomes a 
reality. It is our contention that this is an unfounded concern. First, 
under this proposal, tid^^tgtfis ciin still spend as much for special 
projects as thev wish. FuirtEer, there is value in the concept of fund- 
ing proposals- based on merit and not because of having to spend a 

. designated amount just because of a legislative mandate. The estab- 
lisliment of a minimnm of 5 "percent places special projects on a merit 
basis, which is altogether proper. In a tim6 of scarce resources it makes 
little sense to have to spend money for experimental programs at thi3 
expense of direct' services to students. 

It is our belief that Congress wants and has a rigl^t to expect the 
most effective utilization of money as is possible. We further believe 
that Congress would support the concept of flexibility of expending 
money to meet the ^eatest needs; whether it be to serve students or to 
develop special projects. It is in our judgment a commonsense issue. 
Ana it is, finally, kbout people that I want to conclude my remarks. 
Adult basic education affords opportunities to millions of adults for 
wtiich the American dream has ne^r been a reality. From my 
perience as an administrator of a4ltate program, 1 can report tne 

' trexpendons impact that ABE has made on the lives of thousands and 
thoc^nds of Ohioans. Some of the most important results cannot be. 
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quantified, l/ut they can be seen and felt. How does one measure the 
emotion an adult, feels when leaving the public assistance rolls and 
gaining meaningful employment for the first time ? 

How does one quantify the adults who for the first time are truly 
competitive in nie job market, or who can read to their childi*en, or 
who can use the freeway because th^ signs now have.-meaning, or who 
register to vote for the first time ( 

I am convinced beyond any semblance of doubt that Federal funds 
for adult education programs ropi*esent one of the mogt prudent in- 
vestments that Congress makes in public education. 

Thank you for hearing this plea for flexibility in management and 
wise utilization of funds] Adult educators throughout the Nation are 
grateful for ySur consideratio^i. 

At this time, we hope that Mr. Ryan and Mrs. Turner would be al- 
lowed to make a brief statement. 

Mr. Lehman. We have a few minutes for endh to make a few re- 
marks. We are happy to have you here. 

STATEMENT BY JOHH EYAH, CHAIRMAH OF THE NATIONAL 
COTJNCII OF STATE DIRECTORS OF ADULT EDUCATION 

Mr. Il^AX. Mr. Chairman, and subcommittee members, as you well 
know, 54 million Americans have not completed secondary education 
in this great land. Under the adiilt education act. States are being 
asked to assume new responsibilities in addition to elenientury and 
secondary education. Namely, bilingual education, education of the 
elderly, hnkages with CETA and manpower programs, all of this with 
no significant increase iA. funding. h 

Program demands far exceed our ability to find adequately. 

Although the strategy of forward funding does not increase the 
amount of money granted to the States, it will result in a more stable 
fiscal base and should make it possible to bring an adult education 
pro^rram to tlie people on time. 

It is simply a matter of good management fiscally and program- 
matically. 

Public Law 9^-380 requires that States expend not less than 15 per- 
cent of State grant money on teacher training and special projects. 
The States should not be)put in a position of losing money, should^ 
the 15-percent level not be achieved. 

For mstance, if the States were to receive $1 million in grant money, 
that State would be required to spend $150,000 in special projects and 
teacher training. That would develop the priorities ior tlie State, and 
also send out requests for proposals. 

Now, if the proposals t&at come for the State are not good proposals, 
or a limited number of them are good proposals, then we only fhnd a 
$100,000 level, then there is $50,000 that we have unexpended. That 
money conceivably could be lost f^om the State back to the Federal 
Government, and obviously the larger State grants, the more chance 
there is^ of losing money, then, from the State back to the Federal 
Government. 

The law should allow States a margin of flexibility and encourage 
them to meet the needs of people rather than spend money to meet the 
letter oFthe law. 
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There are tjmes when States might exceed an expenditure of 15 
\ percent fpr teacher training, and special projects, that wcJQld be when 
the need dictated. 

- There are times when program needs will dictate that some of the 
15-percent money might better be spent on program. The deciding 
factor would be the needs of people. They are the ones we are all 
here to serve. 

I respectfully submit that changing the law, Public Law 9a^80, 
to rbad not less thah 5 percent will be expended on special projects 
andlteacher training" would give the States the needed flexibility. 
Money would not be lost by the States and the needs of people would 
be met. 

As with forward funding, although' no additional money is added 
to the program, it would seem that the proposed 5-percent rule is 
Simply a matter of good management, fiscally and programmatically. 

Teacher traming and special projects are important to the future 
of the adult education program and should be implemented in ^ 
creative, fiscally respon^ble way. A change in' the Adult Education 
Act requiring not less than 5 percent be expended for teacher training 
and special projects would be both creative and fiscally responsible. 

I respectfully request that this proposal be acted upon. 

I thank the subcommittee for this opportunity to speak in support 
cf this proposed chancre in section 309 of Public Law 93-^380. 

Mr. Lehman. Thank you very much, Mr. Ryan. 

Mrs. Turner, if you would like to make a few'rei^rfe. 

STATEMENT OF MARY THKNEK, CHAIRPERSON OF THE NATIONAL 
COUNCa OF URBAN ADMINISTRATORS OF ADULT EDUCATION 

Mrs. TuRimi, Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee, I will be very brief in reinforcing the statements of 
Mr. Ryan and Mr. Miller. 

I ani MaiT Turner representing the urban administrators. I think 
that the urban administrators feel the impact very much of the 
two recent major, national crises, and the impact on the situation. 

The population increase, because of the evacuation from the East, 
and the enrollment increase that we are already feeling because of 
the unemployment picture. In many of our centers, already, enroll- 
ment has tripled with the large proportion of the increj^se being in 
adults, ages 16 to 18, who require a whole different type of service, 
as we attempt to rescue them for an improved job. market, and to 
upgrade their skills. 

The. impact of the mandated 15 percent poses a great problem for 
urban administrators who already are stretching out bodies in terins 
of staff, and stretching funds. We respectfully request that the 
amendments be affected to mandate only 5 percent. 
^ As it stands now, we are getting proposals that have very little 
value, many of them, but beeause of the mandate of up to 15 percent 
we will have to fund them, or, as Mr. Kyan has pointed out, we will 
lose money* 

These, fcads could be expended far more effectively io iittproye the 
program and to meet the needs of the population, and the ffreat* 
increase that we have had. 
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Thank you venr much. 
Mr. Lehman. Thank you. 

I, think all the witnesses have testified, and now I would like to 
open it up for questions. 

I hare one or two brief questions that I would like to put to Com- 
missioner Turlington, who is from my State, and anyone else who 
would like to respond to this. 

Under part D, the provisions of this act that relate to section C, 
where it says "State and local funds will be used in districts to 
provide sei'vices ♦ ♦ ♦ " This is the comparability provision. 

In the State of Florida where have an educational funding 
program, what can we do to simplify^lorida's answer to this par- 
ticular provision without being under tha guns for^possible violation. 

Mr. TtJULiNGTON. I think the langua^ in the law is quite broad, 
and the Office of Education could, very readily, on a State~by-State 
basis, tak^ into account the different aspects. 

Mr. Lkhman. In that case, the States such as Florida that have 
mandated such laws should be under a different kind of overview 
from the Office of Education than those States that have not gone 
into this, 

Mr. TxnujNGTON. We ^hink we have a progranv'that actually will 
be flaxible in the approach to comparability. It will give greater 
comparability and fairer comparability to the individual students 
and the individual school than the present regulation. 

Mr. Lehman. Let me follow that up with another question. In 
the Dade County schools we have, I guess, 20 or 30 title I schools. To 
see, on the second of the year, that every one of these schools is above 
the average in comparability is sometimes very difficult. 

It can be on a momentary basis where they don't have enough 
certified teachers, or they don't have enough particular areas to cover^ 
In that sense, if the school dips below the comparable level in propor- 
tion to the whole title I program, and maybe we have 250 schools 
in the system, that school funds are withheld until d reexamination 
sometime in December, 

During that time, they are without, or even after that time, they 
are without title J funds on a month-to-month basis, which hurts 
that school system financially. What can we do, so that it can be a 
more realistic approach to the comparability requirements? What can 
we do to see that the school is not penalized? 

I think that this is a hang-up that we have in our Dade County 
system. 

Mr. Turlington. On that point, I am not certain that the law 
would have to be changed. I think that Mr. Costa could speak better 
on that than I could. 

It is far easier for a small district to be in comparability than it 
is for a large district. We have a districts, for example, with a single 
school. I am sure that they are comparable. 

In a district such as Dade County with over 200 schools, the rule is 
now that you simply have to have every single project school must be 
above the averagei)i all the nonproject schools, and that is at any given 
point in time* It has to be not only on a dollar basis, but on a staff oasis 
aswelL 
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A person leaving^ the school and not being replaced, for example, 
eoula throw you out of comparability. It is that precise. 

What I am trying to do is to find a way to unbyrden us from this 
problem, eitlier by the kmd of language which we suggest for the Office 
of Education to write, or whether the committee could deal 'with that 
problem. 

Mrs. Lewis' opinion is, that it be left as it is, and it could all be 
treated by regulation. 

Mif. IjBHman. You are saying that this committee should make its 
opinion known, perhaps, to the U.S. OflSce of Education? That in a 
system, such as Dade County, they should not be unduly penalize if 
one schoi^ hit below in one category, at one point in time, below the 
comparabiUty? 

Mr TpniJNClTON. Yes, obviously. * 

Tht^ districts where we are having the greatest difficulty are not our 
small districts, but our large districts that are sincerely trying to do an 
excellent job on com'parability. Where you havp that large number of 
schools, it is not going to be in comparability every day of the school 
year. There is no way. 

^ Mr. Lehman. You cannot have a five hand poker game, and five win- 
ning hands all the time. 

Mr. TtTRUNOTON. You can offer them hope, but it is impossible. 

Mr. Lehman. Another quick item, and this Js the effect of imnact aid 
on this kind of a situation. How do you deal with the effects of impact 
aid on the small siv^e school system, and how does it affect the com- 
parability factor, if it affects the comparability factor ? 

Mr. Ttrni^iNOTON. The impact aid sroes to the district, and would be 
simply included as district funds. I dont thiiik in that regard it would^ 
affect comparability. 
' Mr. Lrhmai^. Impact aid intp a small county of a counlo million 
dollars, there is no rule that this impact aid shall be equally applied 
on a per nupil basis per school. Impact aid is not included in your gen- 
eral funding program. 

It does not apply where it can throw a school sjrstem out of propor- 
tion on the comparability factor. Is that true ? 

Mr. Tinii.r^GTON. That would be true. We don't take it into account 
in our program fimds.*We do^ot take into account programs that I 
desmbed earlier this mominff, any the Federal fimds. 

Wei ttike into account only the State and local funds under our 
system! , . , 

Mr.i LEmiAN. Does the^Office of Education take into account th^ 
impact aid money as a factor in determining whether schopls are 
comparable? 

Mr. Tttrltngton. Yes; they dp, but it has nothing to do with com- 
parability. Impact funds really is something that needs to be reworked, 
. and I thinlc are grossly misunderstood. I think that is one of the least 
effective profirrams for which y<^ are spending "bur tax dollars, and 
your tax dollars. * ^ * ' . 

Mr. Dalkt. May I respond'aleo to one of your questions ? 

I wanted to say — part of *yoar qu^ion is what \Vie do, or what we 
* can do, particularly in terms of tlie^question that I raised about main- 
tenance effort. The law and regulations governing title I 'say that 
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mamtenan^ pi efloJHiaato be kept, unless there is an unusual event. 
Wo suffered some very heaVy losses, and the Office of Education did 
not say a thing to us until May of 1974. 

Then^ the chief State school officer was able to say what the unusual 
event was. We said that the levy losses were unusual events and, there- 
fore, we did not have a maintenance of effort problem. 

Now they are telling us that tliis is not th« case. We hope ttiat you 
could prevail upon the Office of Education to reinterpret that so that 
we can, when we have that sort jof circumstance^ say that it is an unu- 
sual event, and we don't have to penalize the district by taking away 
their Federal aid money. 

Mr. Lehman. These ai-e all the questions I have. 

Mr. Buchanan, doyou have any questions ? 

Mr. BucHAXAN. I want to thank Ull the members of the panel for 
y^^I ^ ^^^^ committee and the committee 

staff will give careful consideration to the various points that you have 
made. 

Of course, I gave special attention to the statement of Billie Mel- 
lown. I know that you speak from the point of view of substantial ex- 
perience and expertise in working with those programs. 

You have made a series of recommendations concerning the prob- 
leni areas and implementing programs that have been created by Pub- 
lic Law 93-380. 1 would like to go over this with you, if I may. 

Some of your points have been relative to changes that must be made 
by this committee relative to the administrativ©4frw. And others to 
changes which could be made by HEW. I would like to make that 
delineation. , 

First of all, for example, you indicated that under ESEA title IV, 
States are required to d!»velop and utilize one application for the en- 
titlement program and the discretionarv program, and you pointed out 
in that connection the problem of the requirement for the single 
application. 

This, of course, would entail a change in the law. Ts that correct ? 
Mr. Mbt.lowx. That is correct. The States, as it is now, are required 
to ask the LEA A for one application for all of part IV, afrt^f title IV. 
This presents a problem in tliat part B funds are purely .categorical 
profframs. In nart C it is discretionary funding- 
It is very difficult to develop an application that would apply to both 
of those categories. It is going to, in fact, entail much more paper- 
work on the part of the local system to get this than if we could have 
sinprle applications^ 

I think in many cases — In Alabama, we are having one application, 
and we are going to have a part B and a part C in that application, to 
simplv try to overcome this problem. It is a problem that is passed on to 
the Stales, and it is a problem that the States have to, in turn, pass on 
to the education agencies. 

Mr. BrrcHANAN. You indicated that 29 States are experiencing cut 
in administrative funds under title TV. They want more money. There 
are several things th^t you mention that appear to be much more under 
the inrisdiction of the OflSce of Education. 

You pn)DOse that the Stales applying for part B and C to bo 
accounted for separately. 
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You propose tliat the State advisory councils recommend projects for 
funding,.andipointup the need for flexibility with recard to the main- 
tenance of effort. Ybu point out that these agencies shouldJae allowed 
to use part B funds to^ontinue operating statewide testinjf programs. 

You s^eak of the change in the method of allocating funds under 
part C. \ ! 

All these things appear to be in relationship to recommendations 
to the Office of Education rather than necessarily entailing a change 
in the law itself. Wouid that be correct? 

Mr. MfiUiOWK. I would assume that the law would have to be 
changed. 

Mr. BucnAXAN..This would require some amendments to the law. 

Mr. Mbllown. We would hope that this committee niight express 
itself concerning these problems, and by so doing influencing the Office 
of Education to change those regulations >vhich, hopefully, will give 
us more flexibility in working with the locals. 

As you Imow, tbe proposed rules were published and we all made 
comments to those pfroposed rules. We want to see what happens to 
those proposed rules until they are published in the final form. 

Then, the Congress can react to them, and we would hope — I anri not 
sure about this, but I believe that this committee or the Congress either 
has to accept or reject the rules at that point. You cannot make 
technical changes within the rules. Is that correct? 

Mr. Buchanan. We can object. ^ - 

Mr. MEOxnvN. If this committee could exprejss its concern about 
these rules, it might help us to get sope of these things changed 
without having tp reject tne entire package, -f ^ 

Mr. Buchanan. Have you expressed your concerns to the Office of 
Education itself? 

Mr. Melix)Wn. Yes; we have within the 30 days -period provided 
in the rulemaking policy. 

Mr. Buchanan, Has there been any response? 

Mr. Mbllown. Yes; they have acknowledged having received our 
statement, but that is the extent of it. 

Mr. Buchanan. You think that an indication of interest on the part 
of the committee at this point might help. 

One point appears to pertain to questions of interpretation of law. 
You point out that the Office of Education* have indicated that funds 
must be expended for reasons expressed under part C, regardless of 
State and local needs. 

Now, this would appear to be a matter of clarification of the law. 

Mr. Mellown. That is right. 

Mr. Buchanan. Are you asking us to spell that out in the law? 

Mr. Melix)wn. Our fear is that in the proposed guidelines that would 
come out from OE they would spell out substantial funds in such a way 
that we would not be able to live with that. What is substantial funds, 
is it 20 or 40 percent, or is for 40' to 60 percent, or 75 percent. 

We would like the flexibility of saying "substantial funds" but we 
are fearful that after we have developed the program, developed the 
formula, the Office of Education, or the HEW Audit Agency might 
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define what substantial funds are, then we would be hard hit based 
upon their definition. 

We would much prefer to have this committee define that in some 
sort of terms that would allow the States to have stability. 

There is a definition by the Office of Education, and they have every 
right to make that interpretation, but we are saying that the interpre- 
tation fails to meet the interpretation that we would make of t^same 
law, the same section of the law, ^ 

Mr. Buchanan. Now in ESEA title I, you ask questions about 
teacher training, and this pertains to regulations, what these might 
include. 

^ain, it appears to me that this is an OE matter. 
Mr. Melu)wn. We would hope that this committee might further 
help define what it intended be included. We support the concept of 
teacher training in title I programs. We have been burned once by 
the HEW Audit Agency about teacher training in earlier programs, 
^J^e would like this clearly defined so that we don't have to argue with 
HEW Audit Affencv, or the Office of Education at a later point to 
determine exactly what this committee meant when they said that we 
might have teacher training as part of the title I program. 

Mr. BcTCHANATir. I appreciate so much the testimony and response 
to the questions. It is going to be of great value to us. 
i Mr. Mellown. Thank you. 

Mr. Buchanan. One thing more, Mr. Miller, could you give me 
some idea of what effect the 15 percent set aside for the special 
pi^fframs would have on the funding of other educational programs? 

J survey that we took in 50 states, 34 states re-^ 

sponded. Out of the 34 States: the smallest increase in enrollment last^ 
year was 11 percent, and the highest was 46 percent. This is due pri- 
marily to the unemployment f sector. 

Some States have had an increase of a lesser degree .but all States 
have been reporting increases. Our plea, essentially, is that the pro- 
prai $67.5 n^illion nationally, which is not a huge sum, but the ABE 
1 i og. ^>m is one that is able to operate efficiently, and we can provide 
a lot Oi' ^rvices for the dollars. 

Our plea is that we have to make decisions, and the decisions shotild 
be made services to adults rather than mandating, or absorbing the 



would further add that the proposal we suggest does not eliminate 
special projects. I would suggest that many States were providing 
money for these purposes out of their own funds prior to the enact- 
ment of this provision. 

I plead for service to the adults. It is awfully difficult to say "no" to 
an adult at this point in time. 
Mr. Bttchanaw. Thank you very much. 
Mr. Lehkan. Mr. Simon. 

Mr. 3™0N. Let me toss a more general question. Sometimes we 
come in here and talk about details on this, and details on that. Since 
we have a variety of States represented. If you conld, in a few sen- 
tences, suggest where yon think we ought to be 10 years from now in 
the field of Federal, State, and local relationship in the field of edu- 
cation, and whether we are moving in the proper direction. 
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, My concern is that soiX^etimes we get so wrapped up in all these 
details that we don't really sense where we are going, or where we 
ought toga 

Mr. JkttLtowN. Does your question go to adult education? 

Mr. Simon. I assume that Mr. Miller will address that specifically. 
I want to know beyond that 

Mr. MEtiiOWN. I am not at all sure that I can indicate where we 
{^hould be 10 years from now. I do feel that ther^ are some goals that 
we shodid attempt to achieve. 

After all, the tax structure as it is now set up calls for more and 
more funds coming in from the Federal level, t^e would hope that 
those funds might be shared liberally with education, equal education. 

Aa important as money would be the matter of Federal, State, and 
local involvement in the public education to the extent that we further 
d^&m the leadership that I mentioned earlier, so that we see the States 
and the Federal Qovermnent and the locals working tog^er for the 
girls and boys in our States. 

There wofuld be more and more involvement on the part of all three 
leve^ in setting priorities for education, and seating the kinds of goals 
that the pubHo wants for education. Certainly in terms of doing these 
kinds of things that we get closer together so that we don't have to 
deal with t^e mnds of thmgs that we are talking about here, that we 
might be talking about those objectives, the specifics of education as 
we move through this rather than having to take ^our valuable time 
GubHUtting the details, the Very important details m terms of how we 
ehouidwork 

Mr. Sjcmox. Your feeling is that we are moving in the right direc- 
tion, as far as the participation, we may not be moving in the right 
direction* 

Mr* Mbllown. That is true, yes. We have had a number of problems 
trong to really get involved in the development of the regulations. 
We have had problems in the development of regulations. 

We are on the outside looking in, and this has been a problem to us. 

Mr. MnjLEB. If I may answer your ^luestion. I would suggest that 
this committee may want to look, froni a futuristic point of view, at 
the future of the ABE program in the education scheme of things. 

I think that it is faii^ to say that in some sense J;he ABE program 
is on the periphery of the educational framework. I think that there 
are a couple of considerations. First of ^^^rj think that we can docu- 
ment that the expenditure of moneys for AjBE is an investment, it is a 
wise investment of the tax dollar. 

I talk about our State alone, because I can talk abcHut t^iat with some 
authdrit^. For every dollar that is invested in the ABE program in 
Ohio, whether it be a Federal dollar or a State dollar, we are getting 
currently a $7 return. ^ 

That IS based on the number of adults that are being moved through 
the public education^ and moved to employment. We might be affected 
a little adversely this year, but these were compiled la^ year. 

We are investmg a lot of money in compensatory programs for chil- 
dren, title I programs. When you look at sotne of the current research, 
the preschool projects, and the resulting effects on children. The ABE 
program has |k major role to play as a partner with many of the pro-^ 



lie ..v.-LlO 



1 



142 



grams you are funding The premise hemp that if we are going to help 
children, we ought at tlie same time to cfirect services to the parents. 
Ihis 18 a very compM problem in this society. The family oriented 

m«v f^^'^JT"' 'l "^^'.'^ """^ * This committee 

^ address itself to that more specifically 

h^^' 7°"''- ^'^^ *° '•ommont briefly on your question. It has 

been said that education is a national concern and a State function, and 
. It IS a local responsibility. As embodied in this concept called "feder- 
alisnr, « Partnership between the national, State, and local agencies. 

It^ Congress in its concern for education sometimes 

Hn^r Ar^''^"^'/""u'^'*' 'J'""^^'- directly to the 

door of the people who arfe^oing to use it, therefore, bypassing those 
State agencies that are responsible for these functi;n.s which a,^ to 
prm-ide education the States and the depfti-tments of education. 

wit^ th^Offir"'/ ' P r'"' 'T^^ " P''^'*'"" ^^'"g providers 
^ ?^ ■ programs witlrin the States, whicli are 

outside of the jurisdiction of the Federal fiovemment. 
„nL . ''''•r J'"'''-^'"'' ""-^ set-aside in any legislation this Copgress 
passes has its detriincnts, too. To continue to fragment progrTmsTo 
se as de to spe. i„l interest group.s. you build up'^another iPierarchy 
bureaucracy in the education program, and this causes hardships at the 
^otatft and local level, * 

offL^'T n '-^Po^'^i^^r bark to fhe Con^rros?^ tho iiltin.^to 

effect of all these prA^^ams tliat Imv^ been evolving. We think that the 
Congress conrern for education otiglit to seek to be a partner in'the 
enterprise of eduratmn, and not he the funder, the prodi (^er and direc- 
tor, and everything else. 

I don^t mean any of this to he derogatory to Congress. 

Mr. Simon. Thank you. 
V^l^'^* ^ would say tljnt schools arc probably a State responsi- 

bility and I hope that they always will be. T think that there is some 
security to a nation that has its educational program divided amount 
many entities as opposed to a single entity. ^ 

It may well be that having a single fountamhead for education 
because we believe that our system mav very well be far superior to it. 
• I think that It is very easy to take a very small percentage of funds 
knd seek, in effect, to really operate a svstem. I^t us take special educa- 
tion asan illustration of that. 

:We n^ceive for special education from the Federal Government 
about jnilhon for training of handicapped children. This represents 
a very small percentage of what we actuallv spend on these programs. 
, \ eU when you consider the regulatory aspects and conditions under 
which the $3 nnllion come, your operating efficiency might be better 
if you (lid not hirve those funds. 

I think that you seek to take a disproportionate part in the decision- 
making and operational aspects of such programs than the amount 
of money you are putting in should entitle you to put in it. 

Generally, I would be far more supportive of more general educa- 
tion aid, not because States would not meet with their responsibilities, 
but basici^lly because the PVderal Government is a better tax collector 
than our States, just as the State governments are better tax collectors 
than our local governments. 

Monev has to be collected where money is, and it sh(yild be sent 
where the needs are. I am not anxious, for example, to see additional 
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fun(]^g conjte from the Federal Government if It has with it a dis- 
proportionate amount of restrnints and regulations to go with it. 

Mr. Dalet. If I' may expand a little bit on the political dangers of 
decentr^ilizing education systems. One of the proposals that seem^ to 
be current about the future Federal involvement in education is that it 
^hare a third of the responsibility for the financing of schools, t aat 
the States shofuld shait a third, and the localities share a thir4 of the 
responaibijity. * • 

• If that responsibility wer/» divided in such a way, it wQuld be 
generaUy within- thp kinds of restraints that I have seen in Qther kinds 
of pro^t^ams thdt pome from the Federal Govemmenf . ^ 

.We have had sonte concern about that. .At least, we think that the 
categorical program, or the kinds of specific controls thift the Fe^Jeral 
Government now provides are probably the best approach. 

The authoipzing legislation that you have^oQects substantial 
amounts, far beyond \vliat the actual appropriationshave been from 
Conffress. We hope that you would proceed with deliberate speed in 
the airection of funding the prbgrams in the statutes. • 

In addition, I think there are two things that we need some help 
with. One of them is that we need some assistance from the Federal 
Government to force our legislation as to where the funds go. This is 
true not only in our State^ but in other States as well. 

There is some element in Public Law 93-380, if that were done, the 
States would be able to assume a bette'r role, or a moi;e responsible role 
in this partnership. 

In addition, we believe that we need some additional aid to 
strengthen the State leadership and the State offices of education, our 
own included. 

Both of those^ I think, reflect our concern of the States being able 

do a better job so that the Federal Government will not have to 
step in and do a more controlling effort in education. 

Finally, since most of the regulations about the future reflect further 
centralization of our teclxnology and our political system, and part of 
our economic power, I think, to look as much as we can toward build- 
ing very strong individual programs for support of other things .such 
as iiealth and families, so tliat the political dangers that I alluded do 
not come to fruition. 

Mr. Simon. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Hall. Mr. Jeffords ? 

Mr. Jeffords. I want to commend the members of the panel for the 
very fine statements „that they have made today, and also the state- 
ments of philosophy which I totally agree with. I would like to get us 
back a little more to the present, and specifically I would like to ask^ 
itit is possible, one question. 

I was very impressed by Mr. Costa's testimony and by the great deal 
of work that went into the preparation of the testimony. I am espe- 
cially concerned with the matters set forth in table A~3 of your 
material. 

I would like to inquire a little bit about that. As I understand that 
table, it indicates to me that some States are going to get rather signifi- 
cant decreases in funds during fiscal year 1977 as compared to the pres- 
ent program levels of fiscal year 1975. Is that cori'ect? 

Mr. Costa. That is correct. 
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n.^ 5^^^ T »R to 25 percent for some States, but 

more importantly I see a decrease of more than 60 percent for sonle of 
t *^^y ^ ^?«"ing, as 1 imderstand 

year 19^ " '"""^^ ^^''^ "''^ fiscal 

Wyoming, for example, will be gpttinp even less than 50 percent in 
taWeToS"? are-gcttin« in 1975. Am I reading your 

Mr. Costa: That is correct. 

Mr. Jeffords. Many of the other small States are gfoum to have veiT 
Jarge decreases m the program funding for fiscal 1977. Is that correct ? 
Mr. Costa. Yes. 

Mr. Jefpobds. Your State will be getting around 40 percent. 
Mr. Costa. Very close. 

Mr jEmmDS. I have some interest, bein^ from Vei-mont, that we 
will have between a 40- and a 50-percent reduction. — 

Just two more questions. You have mentioned some problem of 
T^'/ ^K«,P^&>;am fundin^^ the difficulties that this drastic 
cut in funds will create. I wonder if you could elaborate a little bit on 
the program funding, and whether or not you can give us any specifics 
as to what your State will have to do to face that drastic cut in funding 

Mr. Costa. I have two answers to that question, and then I will conie 
back with another answer. 

wnVln.if^'L^i!^'"^^^^^ ^^^^ there is a 

workup page that we have developed for the St^te of Nevada in prep- 
araf ion for planning for fiscal year 1976, and fiscal year 1977 

We took a look at 9^-380 and saw what kind of funding we could 
expect for those 2 years. We suddenly realized that th^ formula waB 
working to our detriment, and the salvation to us was in 1976 with 50 
percent consobdation and 50 percent categorization 

iqtP'^k'^^ is goinjr to be able to have some programs in 1976, but 
in lyjT, the equipment, guidance and coiin^ling for the State of Ne- 
vada wiU be $358,000, that should be flowed thi-ough tlie school districts 
for use \n the program. . 

So, if we are going to administer the program, the money will be 
taken out of that fund, because there is no money in the consolidation 
to take the admmistration out because of tlie set-aside for titled nur- 
poses to fiscal year 1973. " ^ 

We built this chart to illustrate what would happen if the State sud- 
denly takes the set-aside from the $358,000 in our case, and we are 
actually receiving $371,000. So we are $20,000 short there of meetincr 
the 1973 set aside. *^ 

We will have no funding whatsoever: if the State wants it to be that 
way. Consequently there is no administration money taken out of part 
C, because there is not any to take out. So, the administration monev 
is taken out of part B, which comes out of library, books, and coiuisei- 
ing services for schools. 

That means that the personnel will have to be picked up either on 
tKe pa3nroll of some other program, or terminated. Any expenditures 
fdr equipment, or library resources will have to be curtailed, or 
reduced. 

As I said earlier, we will have no innovative of supplementary cen- 
ter activities in Nevada, if you follow this chart here. We have not 
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made the (Ucmon for 1077, so I rannot specifioallv answer the question 
as to what is going to be cut, those are the oossihilities. 

Our State department of education will call for a reduction of staff 
undoubtedly, about six professional persons and thrc^ clerical pei-sons. 
If that IS the decision that they make. 

The other answer to your nuestion is— if sccnis to uw that whni hnp- 
pens here is a new question because the (Vmgress never intended for 
this kind of thing to happen. So, just on a mutter of principle, it se(>nis 
to me that the Congress needs to go back and take a look at this thing, 
and say: "We never intended for this to happen. Therefore, let us 
make restitution to the parties." 

S6, then, we will not have to make the hard decision as to what is 
to happen next year, if you decide to change the formula ancpii^iu'e 
the funding. Let everybody else know about it, befoi-e you do Unytliing 
about it. 

Mr. Jefpords. With respect to vour alternatives that yot^ list, I think 
there are two of them that seem lairly reasonable in your eyes, alterna- 
tives two and five. 

Mr. Costa. Alternative No. ^ has the greatest amount of support. 

Mr. Jetpords. I would like to understana those two alternatives. As 
I understand alternative 2, what you are sayinff is that in order to keep 
tlie small States at the 1974 funding lev^l, all we wouhl need to ap- 
propriate would be the initial $14 'million, so {hat they would not re- 
ceive a loss. 

Mr. CosTX. That is partially correct 

In order to keep any State at the 1071 level, it woidd tnk(^ $40 niil/ 
lion. You seel on the table, when we are talking about part B for 1070. 
Puerto Rico is the -biggest loser in that particular area, ♦ . 

In table 2, part C, for 1976, the smallest States become the losers 
because the funds have been wiped out. In part B for 1977, the biggest 
losers are the outlying areas, and the biggest loser is Ohio and also 
Pennsylvania and Nebraslca are the largest losers urider part B. These 
aw the library resources, the equipment, counseling activities. 

In part C, again the small States become the losers. Part B, it seems, 
favors the big States. Part C favors the big States. So it is a ratification 
for all the States, regardless of whether they are small or large, because 
of the strange shift. 

Mn Jeffords. That does not take into consideration the inflation 
which has occurred since 1974, which we fear may occur in 1976 when 
they will be getting a reduction in their level of funding, as far as 
real dollars go. 

Mr. Costa. Yes. 

Mr. Jeffords. Mr. Chairman, this is all I have, except thjit I would 
ask permission fer other States to be affected by this funding formula 
change to have time to insert in the rerord what possible action they 
may take. 

Mr. Hall. The record will be open until June 20, 
I have no questions, so on behalf of Chairman Perkins, I want to 
thank everyone for their presentation. 

Mr. TuRUNOTON. May I make one comment. 

A little earlier we had the question about what is going to be cub 
States have governments that are able to make new decisions, and 
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adjust to*now situations. You sav that something will have to be cut, if 
Congress does Nnot do so and so. It may well be. ^ 
, We, in the States, have some responsibility in adjusting to what the 
I)nonties ought to be. I don't like to leave testimony with the impres- 
sion that States are not perfectly capable of handling these policies 
very adequately. 

We have taxing authoi^ty. We have decisionmaking authority. We 
should expect to exercise that authority. I canngt help but make that 
statement to "be consistent with the other position that we have, that 
we should be responsible overall for the education program within our 
otates. 

I think that we have constitutional mandate to do that. WeJiave the 
responsibility to do that. There is nothing about State governments 
BOW that is different than used \o be the case. . 

Florida was the woi'st apportioned State in the country, taking both 
the Senate and the House, and we really were not reflecting the peopl^ 
needs and the people's^esires within the State. 

No^, every single State has an apportioned legislafbres. We are 
responsive to j)eopiQ as we have never been before. I think the States 
should be given and provided far more flexibilitv and far'more discre- 
tion in utilization of Fedej^/il funds than t]icy have been in the past. 
. , Mr. Hall. Is ihere anyone else who would like to make a conclud- ' 
^ ing statement ? 

Thank you very much for coming. We do appreciate^your fine 
testimony. > " f 

The subcommittee will adjourn at this time subject to call of the 
Chair. 

f Whereupon, at 11:45 a^m., the subcomirtittee adjourned subject to 
call of the Chair.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 



-Pbepaked SI^^ement of iloN. Vj^EoiNiA Qmith, A Repbesentative IN' Congress 
^^^fc^ Fbom the State of Nebraska 

^ Obainnan, and members of the subcommittee, thanl^ yon for the oppor* 

tunity to present this statement daring yonr important oversight hearing on the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act. 

It is essential for me to point out at this time that my ^tate of Nebraska is one 
of the 17 states which stand to lose becans/e of the change of formula in allocating 
funds under Title lY of ESEA as a result of the consolidation of certain categori- 
cal education programs as mandated by PL 93-380. ^ ^ 

When this change was made, I am certain it was not the Intent of Congress 
to put any of the states at. a disadvantage as far as the fanding of these pro- 
l^rams is concerned. The ln)Eent was to simplify procedures and to improve the 
administration am management of the programs involved. 

If the present formula is aUowed to stand, however, Nebraska would lose 
$123,178 in Fiscal Year 1977 when the full consoUdatioil takes place. This results 
from basing the allocations solely on the number of children in the 5-17 age 
bracket, and in removing the "floors'* which were designed to insure that there 
would be adequate funding for at least a minimum program in each state. 

Now, I grant you that in the br^kdown of tlie projected losses -for each pf the 
'States under this formula change, Nebraska suffers ,th^ least. The $123,178 which 
TTOUld not be available to us In Fiscal Year 1977 is Just & small percentage of the 
•oveAill total, but any reduction of funds for these programs, no matter whajt 
amount.. will bejkeenly felt. I have^discussed this prospect with ofiQcials in,, the 
Nebraska Department of Education and have 'been told that ''this amount of 
funds would allow for several projects In the local school districts.** 
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Permit me to quote from a letter I have received fro|n Mrs, A.^sther Bronson, 
Director, Tltie IV ESBA, Nebraska Department^efEducation : -Whtn allot- 
ments were computed at the national level based only on the numbers of childreu 
aged 5-17, without a floor as in previous legislatioui less populous states .suftered 
a decrease in their allotment I feel the Intent of CJongress was not to have states 
suffer a financial loss under program consolidation and that thej^mination of a 
floor for each state was unintentional. The Nebraska State JUj^mment of Edu- 
cation seeks your support of a technical amendment to reinstate a floor iu Tart C 
of ESEA Title IV. PL 9^-380." 

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully request that serious thought be given to correct- 
ing any and all Inequities which will result from this change. Technical amend- 
ments to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act are now under considera- 
tion. One of the amendments which must be adopted Is one which will provide 
protection to the smaller states who will suffer under aa allocation formula v^h\c\x 
does npt provide a floor of some kind to insure a niiaitnum program when otiier 
criteria caxuiot be met. 

ThAnk'you for permitting me to represent the interest of .my state In emphasiz- 
ing the need for an amendment which will prevent serious damage before it can 



CONOOESS OP THE UNriKD STATES, 

Hotjsb'op Repbesentatives, 
W<i8hinffton, B.C., June 2, i97.x 

HonXJAEL I>. Pebkins. 

Chairman, Edncati(m and Labor Committed V.8, Home of Repreacntatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deab Mr. OiiAiBMAif : I would like to take this opportunity to raise several 
points with respect to the oversight hearings being held on the Elementary and 
^gggmdar^^ducatlon Amendment s of 197 4 (P .L. 9 ^- 880). There are two specific 
issues, which though small, are of great concern to me and the constituency 1 
represent. 

As you well know through your past efforts, the Commonwealth of Puerto 
Rico was removed from the former set aside basis jind a new allocation formula 
was devised aimed at improving the educational system of Puerto Rico, which 
Is heavily impacted with disadvantaged children. 

In Section 125 of the Act, which deals with State Agsncy Programs, there 
is a hold-harmless provision which applies to every jurisdiction, with the excep- 
tion of Puerto Rico, which Is theoretically covered by Section 843. The reality and 
effect of leaving Puerto Rico out of the hold harmless provision was grim. The 
IT.H. Ofllce of Education informed me that unless the Commonwealth received a 
hold harmless provision with the rest of the Jurisdictions, the state agency 
proems would be decimated and virtually destroyed. 

The programs affected are as follows : 



/ - ' 

Profram 


Chirdran 
ADA 


Fiscal vaar 
1974 


Fiscal ytar 
1975 


Titit I— Htndicjpped \ 

Negl«cttd and dtlinquent ^ 

Adult correctional. , 

Mifrints (1st vtar of oarticiDation under (Pubtic Ljw 93-380) 


1, 370 
880 

. . 286 


.$561,573 
432, 000 
211, 169 


$262,821 
168,819 
54, 866 





a- 

Initially the situation was oven worse because for FY 75, Puerto Rico was X^-^..^ 
limited to 50% of entitlement (Half of the above FT 75 figures). As an expedient 
measure, Senatx)r Hathaway of Maine was kind enough to offer an amendment 
to p.R. 16900, the appropriations bill, last November, by whloh Puerto Rico would 
be aesured the same level In FY 75 tMt It received In FY 74. You actively sup- 
ported this measure in the House, for wnlch I am hiankful. 

But the amendment to the appropriations bill left the basic flaw In the author- 
izing legislation unrectlfied. I have recently Introduced a bill, H.R. 7121, which 
would guarantee a continued level of funding at the FY 74 level until present 
law expires. I hope that the Committee and the full House will see fit to rectify 
this oversight so as to carry out the Inten^ of the law, which In all cases was to 
ameliorate the critical education realities In Puerto Rico. 
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A eecond find relftt^Kd problem which I am concerned ftbout dkalB with the new 
^Title rv c<msoUdatlon. I hnve Mea Informed by B£)W ofllclalA that some type 
$i technical amendment Is naeded to aasnre the Ci^monwealth of Puerto Rico's 
pattfdpatlon In Oiese programs. Apparently the technical and conforming ivmend- 
ments did not reflect the fact that Puerto Rico was Included In the^tle IV 
provlalona, though such was obviously implied. Since applications are now being 
received from state and local education agencies, this places a special burden 
on our eyetem, since our state educatloifal agency, has been cautioned that they 
may not be able to receive funds-untll such rectifications^nre made in the law. I 
tiopo that this situation can be laid to rest so that the Tltl6 IV programs can 
be smoothly Implemented in the Colomonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

^^Uinltog you for your understanding and hsslstance* in these matters I 
remaitn 

CorjUally, - » ; • 

lupAcmpo AKKa Soaoota Ikforuation Sgbvxce; 

National City, Calif., JuneJS, 1075. 
Mr. Chairman and Members of the CwmMHee: 

We understand tiie Committee will consider technical amendme'nts to P.L. 
03-^^ and would lUce to direct attention to two areas for your consideration. 
Bot3l of these iteitis have to do' with the amendments of P.L, 9a~380 as relates 
to PX. 874 of the 81st Congress and commonly referrred to as Impact Aid. 

The first item would deal with those children who qualify under the Migration 
and R^gee Assistance Act of 1962 (Cuban refugees) for Inclusion In the Impact 
Aid program* Clarification as to which of the new sub-groups these children 
wiU be Included with for payment purposes seems to be required. It Is thought 
the inten^TOs to ^^tf im llrnS^n '^^^^'^ ciite^ory 
misunderstanding. 

The second item would deal with section No. 2 of P.L. 874-^those school 
districts that have lost at least 10 percent of their assessed value by an* act of 
the Federal government. Prior to the amendments of P.L. 93-380, section No. 2 
districts were paid 100 percent of their entitlements and suffered no reduction 
or proration as a result of lower appropriation amounts. 

The New Law has placed these districts apparently In Tier I of funding (25 
percent of entitlement) and omitted them not only from Tier II of funding but 
left them out of any of the so-called "hold-harmless provisions" of the Law. 

The Committee is already aware of the problems of these section No. 2 
districts and I feel nb need to belabor this issue. I have, however, enclosed a 
summary of the districts in question. We would hope the Committee would 
restore section No. 2 to its previous 100 percent funding status. 

I wish to thank the Committee for this opportuni(;y to comment on these 
adjustments. 

Respectfully, 

^ _ Lantson C; Kldbbd, 

President. 

SEC. 2, public" 8l-r4 APPIICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 1973 
{Infonnitlon takan from: Public Law 81-874 SAFA malnttntnct and oparatlon uranch control record Aur 3, 1974] 

Nombar of Number of Sec 2 and 3 
^ u 4 M o « « . atudents students antitlemant 

Stati and applicant No. Sac 2 applicant 3A(ADA) 3B(ADA) prorated 

Alabama None 

Aleaka^ do " . I 

Artona . do ...IJ I. 

Arkansas: • 

{l)flOC4. White Han School Dl$t Na 27 57 254 57. 148 

(2)0015 Qiaanwood School Disi Na 25 ! o 50 29 409 

<3>i3fl6.., Mineral Sprino 8.0. No. 3 ' 0 61 9 144 

<4)IS0£..^.. ttemlne School DIM- 0 11 4.685 

<3200l Wafdnm School out..-.* 3 102 29!^/ 



149 

SEC. 2, PUBLIC LAW 81-874 APPLICANTS ^OR THE FISCAL YEAR 197^-Cttitlnutd 
Oofdrmatlon tiktn from: Fublfo Uw 81-874 SAFA mainttninc* and optratlon branch control record Aug. 3, 1974) 



State «nd •pplkint Na Stc 2rappticant 



. Numbtr of Numbtr of Stc. 2 and 3 
studants ttudants antitlamant 
3A (ADA) 3B (ADA) . proratad 



California: 



0002 Huanama School District 

0032: ^- FallbrooH Union Hiili School , 

0039 Fallbrooh Union School DItt 

0131 Atwatar School District 

0183 ' Valla Unda School Dlst. 

0502 Los Wamltoa School Dlst 

1422 French Gulw-WhlsHay Town School District. 

2015, - - OrIcK School District 

2301 OctawldaUnlftP'* School DiJt^ 

i>Sw^,, tooraijnf Unina4 Schogf Pl»t. . 

arZ^l.... 0>W Courtly RF-6 

bU Nont. 



Cormifttfeul 

Mawart-.-— A> 

District of CuJumbla , do - 

S^»voyaS2-\'rii"ir&y <Si^ 

HtwalU-r— Nona 

Idaho-. do 



681 


1.838 


129 


274 


413 


' 498 


1,077 


961 


0 


0 


346 




0 


0 


0 


22 


1, 747 


3,49^ 


:5 


30 


0 


19 



(I) 0033 Qwood Com. Com. S. D. Na 203 

(Z) U08 Qlant City Com, Cons. S. D. Na 130 — 

(3) 1612 Cass School Dlst. No. 63 .-- 

(41 2205 Murphysboro Comm, Unit No. 186 

(5) 24021.^ Ewlni Na Comm. Cons. Sch. District Na 115.. 

India Maconaqrah School Corp 

'(2) 1413 . . Nlnavah-Hanslay Jackson Union School Corp... 

(3) 1704 Loofpotaa Comm. Sch. Corp 

(4) 2010 Graatar Clarh Co. Comm. School Corp 

towi: 



KaiMs 



► 0805 Plaasantvill* Comm. Sch. 

1 1703 1... Sobn Comm. Sch. Dlst... 

|,230l Glaar Creah Comm 

) 2401 Moravia Comm. Schools.. 



I 1706 Indapandanco Unlf. S. D. No. 446.. 

1713 Unidad School Dlst No. 260 

1720. - tfniftad School Dlst Na 475 

1723...... V Rllty Qo. Unlf. S. D. No. 378 

1731. .^.i . .. Unifiad Sciiool Oist No. 287 

1819.. ..L East Higts Unir S. D. Na 324... . 

1820 L .... Waconda Unified S.D. No. 272.... 

\W. . OaSoto Unified S. D. No. 232. 

1830 . . Unifiad School Dlst No. 473 

1833 Unified School Dlst No. 343 

1835....1 Unifiad School Dlst No. 340 

1838 Oshaloosa Unit S. D. No 341 

1846 BluaVailay Unlf.S.D.Na384.... 

1856 Unified School Dist Na 227...... 

1910 Unifiad School Dist Na 379 

1917 _ Oi Salina Unifiad S. D. Na 307 



1919 1 Marais OesCygnes Vallay D. Schtwl Dist No. 456. 

, 1922.... Euraka Unified S. D. Na 389 

) 2007 Burlington Unified S. D. Na 244 

f 2102 Unifiad School Dlst Na 21 

) 2302 Mankato Unified S. D. Na 278 



n>%bli Tritt Ca School Dist 

(2) 0018 Wayna Ca School Dlst 

<3) 0019 Russell Ca Bd. of Ed 

Louisiana. Nona 

WUHa dp....r 

Maryland do 

Massachosatta do 

Mlchlon^^ - Algona Comm. Schools.. 

(2) 1403...2. Watarsmaet Twp. Sch. Dlst... 

S> 1404. .Z Maranisco School Dlst. 

(4) 2001/. Baldwin Comm. Schools 

(5) 20041 Ewan Trout Craak Cons. S. D. 

Hlonaaota Nona 

Mississippi: (1) 1101 Hancock Ca UnltS. D 



16 

'2 
0 
0 
0 

1.375 
1 

105 
5 

^0 
0 
7 
0 

0 

1,017' 
2.719 

0 

0 

0 

0 

6 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

§1 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 



30 
10 
19 
34 
0 

386 
79 
558 
1.883 

41 

38 
45 

0 

87 
1.468 
1.804 
104 
42 
0 
0 
17 
301 
46 
0 
42 
0 
0 
111 
0 
55 
0 
30 
0 
0 

118 
0 
0 



667. 667 
537.650 
938.023 
616,962 
105. 053 
317. 194 
3.091 

31.664 
3, 131, 210. 
261.035 

16. 77S 



6 
16 
0 
2 
7 



162 
51 
0 
59 
76 



18,315 



14. 373 
14.S21 

27. 306 
7.027 
1*287 

803. 504 
22. 160 
130,982 
352,055 

21.240 
35.306 
48.375 
23, 201 

29. 216 
936. 363 
1, 519.772 
43.450 
9,887 
6.637 
20.295 
51.534 
56,953 
15,719 
10,025 
14.343 
53,022 
1.906 
33,557 
24.207 
13,021 
11.997 
16, 784 
3, 778 
9, 357 

80, 269 
13,608 
39.772 

-Vr- 



32,751 
83,790 
12. 158 
18.871 
31. 529 



106 



22.428 



50-862— 7fJ 11 



ERIC 
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SEC, 2. PUBLIC UW 8l-«74 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAL YEAR I973~Contloatd 
Elfifonnatloo tiktn from: Pubtle Uw 81-874 SAFA meiatenanca tnd optution branch control rtcont Aug. 3. 1974} 



SUft and applicant No. Sac 2 applicant 



Numbar of 
studants 
3A (ADA) 



flumbar of Sac 2 and 3 
studants antltlamant 
38 (ADA) proratad 



Missouri: 

) 0220 Chadwlck School Olst Rl . . 

> 0604 Raads Springs S. 0. R IV. . 

, > Oigi Cantar School Olst. No. 58. 

1024. eUto School Dist R 5 

UIO Oscwrfa I School DW 

.6) IM Cartar Co, School Dist. Rl.. 

> Ji02 Puiico School Pist.R8 

' 1707 Winona Pub. S. D. No. R3 > 

190\ Popular Bluffs S. D. Rl 

n 1108 Eminanca School Dist Rl 

(11) 1901 Fradartcktowrt S. D. Rl 

(12) 1908 Dadavilla Schcol Dist. R2 

U3) 2109 East Cartar Co. S. d. R2 

(14) 2202 Ripla>CaS.D R4 

(,15*2207 Claarnattr Scl' r)t Dist. Rl 

(I$y2303 uesvillaSchoi' Dist R9 

' 5 l?235f Richard School Jist. R5 

(18) 2305 . Falrviaw School Dist Rll 

09) 2306. . , . . . -iL . . . Marquard-Zion R6 School 

(20) 2307 Oraion Co. School Dist RIV 

i p) 2301 DorH School District R3 

(22) 2309 Graanvilla Rll School Dist 

(23) 2310 A. Crawford County R-mi.... 

(24) 2402 Bradloy villa Rl . 

Montana: 

(1) 0013 Yaak t. School Dist. No. 24 . . . 

(2) 0015 Sylvanlta School Dist. No. 23 

Nabraska: 



^0030. 



Driaans Pub. School Dist. R~3. . 
RapoWhan City School Dist.... 
Alma Pub. S. 0. No. 2. 



1202 School Dist of Loup City .... 

1810 Sandy Craok Pub. S. D. Mo. 10 

1901 Cantrat Pub. Sch. Dist 

2201 -.. Macolm Pub. Sch. Dist. .. 

Navada None , 

Naw Hamsphira do 

NawJarsay: 

(1) 0021 Burlington City Bd. of Ed 

(2) 2105 Sandyston Walpick Cons. S. D 

Naw Maxico. Nona 

Naw York: (1)0503 C S.D. No I -Town of Highland' Falls 

North Carolina Nona 

North Dakota .- do 

Ohio: * 

(1) 0009 Exemptad Village S. D 

(2) 0001 Mad RIvar Twp. S. D 

(3) 0227 Southeast Local S. D 

(4) 1305. Maplawood Lota! S. D 

(5) 1606 Rocky Rivar C4y Bd. of Ed 

Oklahoma: 

I) 0031 Haywood I. S. D. No. 88 . 

" 0036 Canadian I S. D. No. 2 

0040 Fanshawa D. S. D. No. 39 

0041 Tafloia I. S. D. No. 13 

, , 0053 ^.-.Eufaul»l. S. D. No. 1 

%) 0056 Hodgan D. S. D. No. 14 

04i3 SandSpringsl.S. D. No. 2-v 

0131 Locust Grovi I. S. D. No. 17 

, , 0503 Foyil I. S. D. No. 7 " 

.10) 0603 Londala Dap. S. D. No. 70... 

II) 0619 Braggs I. S. D. No. 46 . 

12) 0732 Clavaland I. S. D; No. 6. . . 

13) 0802 LitUa Axa D. S. D. No. 70 

M>0812 Vlanl. S. D. N0.2... 

15) 0840 *.. Kingston I. S. D. No. 3. i 

,16) 08M....^ Raydon I^S. D. No. 6.. / . 

,1Q 0859 Chalsea I. S. D. No. 3 /........ 

,18) 0867 Crawford Dep. S. D. No. 11 

,19) 0917....'. Colbert W S. D. No. 4 . 

20) lOU Wistar I. S. D. No. 49 [ 

, , 1024 Alluwa I. S. D. No. 50 

^) 1108 Prua Dap. S. D. No. 50. 

3) 1113 Butiar I.S. D. No. 46 

1114 Kaystona Dap. S. D. flo. 15 

1208 FaflS.D. Burkatt 
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538 
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236 
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26 
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76 


10 


24 
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14 


41 
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38 
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15 
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136 
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27 
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16 
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28 
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20 
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195 



125 
42 



445 



2.952 
42.803 
454,073 
45,174 
12.039 
16, 620 
22.383 
15,600 
26.404 
11.760 
24.344 
5,522 
9, 743 
4 583 
32,749 
4,490 
4,338 
943 
3,965 
4,506 
6, 127 
19. 768 
2,376 
7,452 

^ 1,142 
3,119 

5, 054 
14.404 

28. 052 
10, 762 
8.589 
8, 879 
13,627 



135, 443 
66. 579 
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SEC; 2. PUBLIC LAW 81-^74 APPLICANTS FOR THE FISCAV YEAR 1973— Contlnytd 
l»nformitlon Uktn from: Public tiw 8l<474 SAFA mtinttntnca tnd opifttftrptrancb-contFoMcord Au|. 3, 1974] 



Stit« tnd ipplicant Na Sk. 2 •ppHcant 



Numbf r of Numbtr of Stc 2 ind 3 
studints ttudinti •ntitiimint 
3A (ADA) 38 (ADA) prarattd 



OUahom»*-Contlnutd 

" 1404 DtwM LS. D. No. 8. 

I 1415 ftivit D. S. D. No. 10 . - - . 

1 1411 Stoni Chap!) D. S. D. No. 39. . 

) 1601 EMittown I S. D. No. 13 

i 16011 MirWUl.8. D. No. 16 

I 1611... . A- - r BowrinfO. S. D. No. 7 

1702.. Hitvanail S. D. No.3-,-- 

)1704....„ Kiyi D S. D. Nth 6, 

\ 1710 Gum Sprinn D. S Nr 69.. 

I 1802 Heoti r. S. D. No. 43 

\ 2003 J. SItol. S. D. No. 1 

2005 ---/ Haw City D. S. D. Ng. 84 

(3J»> 2401 . : Surbank D. S. D No. 20 

m)2AM .... Kirdaia 0. S. Ci. No. 50 

(^'*^jtt,-.'. Hona 

Ivanla; ^ ^ ^ 

JllOa Cantep'.ialSch. Dirt 
182a.^ WafFfn Co. Sch. Dlst 
Island Nor 

South Carolina: ., ^ 

(I) 0901 McCormlck Scho. Dirt. No.M. 

IZ) 1203 S. D. No. 4 of Andarson Co. . 

Souln Dakota: "(1) 0204.... Doutlas i.S. D. No. 3 

Ttnneawa: (1) 0002. Sta^^rt Co. Bd. o» Ed . 

Taxas: 



3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
17 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

c 



32 
0 



0120 GatHjVlal.S. D. 

0131., LewisttliLl D. 

1305.* ZamallSl.S/D.. 



13 0 7." -S p a agtavili a I. S. 0 . 



8 

0 

.421 
0 

0 
0 
0 

IL- 



[5> 1310 Brookafand f. S. D. 

' 1501 Comrtock J. S. D 

160* Broaddus I. S. D 

'gS 1605 Etoila Common S. D. No. 10. 

m 1714. Bosquavilla i. S. D 

10) 1912 Laka Dallas I. S. D 

in 1916 San PiHita I. S, D 

12) 2402 Taxlina I- School Diit ^ 

5 Nona. A_ ^ 



Utab ^ 

Varmont;(l) 2202 Sunderland Town Sdit Disl. 

Vfnlnia; 



t '0)1802 Sch. Bd. of Craij^to. 

1 (2) 2301 Bath Ca Sch. Syatam. 



WashtnCirti Nona 

WWViritola do.. 

Wiscjnsm, - flo-. 

Wyoming 

Guam go^ 

puaito Rteo -»--- 50. 

Vlfiin Islands. do.. 



34 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
5 
0 
41 
0 
0 
0 
« 



777 
0 



173 
0 
303 
284 

,467 
0 
0 

Q_ 



0 
0 
57 
0 
18 
33 
0 
0 



64 

56 



6,153 
2,523 
l!092 
5.138 
1942 
4.426 
3.032 

10,038 
2.870 

15..234 
2, 175 
5,187 
2.809 
4.213 



520. 001 
u. 31. 466 



47, 149 
16,862 
1,873.709 
66, 879 

63.979 
76. 26^ 
3.526 

. ^ 



6.910 
11,359 

4,512 

7.335 
21.232 
14o980 

2. 127 



10, 843 

is! 358 
23.273 



State and number of section 2 applicants 

Arkansas * 5 Nebraska ^ 7 

Gallfomia ^ . 10 New Jersey 2 

Colorado - — ^ — 1 New York ^ 1 

Georgia 1 C)hlo ^ : ->5is » 

Illinois 5 Oklahoma 1 80 

Indiana 4 Pennsylvania — 2 

Iowa _ _ - — - 4 South Carolina 2 

Kansan 21 South Dakota- — ^ 1 

Kentucky 3 Tennessee 1 

Miclilgan f> Texas if 

^Mississippi K i 

Mifisonrl 24 Virginia 2 

Montana 2 

Total 161 
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aJ£?.^^ Se^ion 2, P.E. 874 Applicants^ 161; States represented, 25: Section 2 
S?^Son:r« S^^^ ^"^"^^ 2 ^''P"-'^^^ - S«e«on 

propl^^^ ^^^^ percent of assessed value due to federal acquisition of 

J^Ll^^^r^ SecUon^liiW^very Uttle connection with the federally connected 
student but a positive coftiecUon with loss of local revenue due to massive acqui- 
sition of real estate within a school, district by the. federal government 

cor^rEttUfCE bepoet (u.il 09) 

Paimenia i 

(l4>rf! I) Section % is not meuMoned. However, if Is possible that 25 nercent 
of eulitlfmcnt could )m? received. *^ 

(Level 2) Section^ is still not mentioned. However, 35 percent mlcht be 
po8si,ble. 

Hold harmlest clauses 

1, Reductions in federal activities Section 3E. . ^ 

2. Reductions in entitlements caused by changes in law does not relot^o Sec- 
tion 2, only Section 8. 



J 
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State OP Hawaii, 

' D^ABTlCKIfT OP EJdUOATION, 

Honolulu, Hawaii, June 2, 1915. 

Hon. Gabl p. Pebkins, 

OJiairmat}, Committee on Education and Labor, Oenpral Subcommittee on Edu- 
cation, Rayfbum House Officii Buil^nff, Washinffton, D.C. 
' DcAB Mb. Pebkins : We have received word from Mrs. Patsy Mink that you 
will be conductintJ oversight hearings for the Adult Education Act It is also our 
■i iinderfff n ndlng -that^yonr^X^ o m m i ttee -wiU-bear t es t! monie s from A#uU E4^i- 
cation Association and the Nj^tlonal Association for Public Continuing and Adult 
Education (NAPCAE). We have already submitted our concerns to NA1*CAK 
regarding the^mp^ict oT the Adult Education Act, as amended. 

Two areas of speci'al cpncern to Hawaii ate the 15 percent requirement for 
special projects and stafif development and the 5 percent limitation on state ad- 
ministrative costs. We hope that additional appropriations and/or aniondments 
car^ be made to alleviate these problems. 

, Your continued support for adult eduontion is greatly appreciated. • 
With best wishes. 
Sincerely yours, 

NOBORU IllGA, 

• Program Specialist, Adult Basic Education. 



American Personnex and Guidance Association, 

Juno 5, tD15. 

Hon. Cabl D. Perkins, 

Chnirman, iSubeommittce on EJcfneniary, Secondary gnd Vocational Education, 
Raybum HoxtseOffic'e Building, Washington, D.C. 

L'EAB CnAiBMAN PERKiNS I The pa85»age uf P. L. 93-380 has created a critical 
problem threatening the continued growth of this nation's school counseling and 
guidance services. Iir its careful deliberations on th][s particular legislation, it 
does not appear that this was the intent of the Congress. Rather, the matter has 
arisen becaase of conflicting language resulting from the consolidayon of the 
guidance, counseling and testing provisions of ESEA. Ill with ESEA ' II and 
NDEA III. This is the very„ unfortunate, result 6f merging programs with differing 
purposes. \ , ' 

The conflicting language Is found between Sections 421(a) (3) (c) and 40S^(a) 
(8) (A) (ii). It is obvious that the intent of thyCongress was^to continue the State 
Education Agency (SEA) level leadership supervision, and service activities 
historically provided for in gnldance^ .counseling iind testing legislation and subse- 
qnent rules and regulatidns. Farther, Section 421 (-b ). contains the statement 
that . . funds appropriated to wirry out this i&rt must be used only for the 
same purposes and for funding of the same types of programs authorized under 
those provisions.** This pi-ovision is diametrically opposed by the pass- through 
requirement set forth in Section 403(a) (8) (A) which serves to effectively elimi- 
nate any fiscal capability of SEAs to carry out state-directed profframs rfnd lead- 
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«78hlp activities using Tart B f nnds as prevloasly provided for nnder NDBA, V-A, 
and BSKA III — Guidance, Connselln^ and Tenting. Under these latter laws, 
' SEAs are able to provide leadership services and state-directed activities, projects 
and prognrams to directly servlcd local edoeation agendea (LKAs). These ore^nof 
Administrative activities or functions. 

This serious threat to the support and services necessary to give continued 
attention to the needs of oar nation*^ school oounsellnf? and guidance programs 
and p<^rsonnel could be remedied by an amendment to V.h, 9a--380. Specifically, 
we r'.'commend the foUowlric amendment to Hectlon 403(a) (8) (A) (11) : , , and 
that the remainder of such funds, except for funds not to exceed 2% of the annual 
4Min>ropria$iQfts /or Part U or the amount expended in Fiscal Year 1975 whiohei^er 
4a greater to he used for purposes of Beotion 42i (o) (5) (0) by the State Educa- 
tion Agency, shall be made available to local educational agencies . . 

We also strongly urge tlint the words "Counseling and Guidance" be Incorpo- 
ratea Into the titles of TitleVIV and Part B of same. These are offered as 
^suggestions : 

1. Title IV — libraries. Learning Resources, Counseling and Guidance, 
Educational Innovation and Support : 

2. Part B — Libraries, Learning Resources, and Counseling and Guidance. 
As documented In much of this Association's prevloUB testimony before the 

Committee, the need for Federal support for school counseling and guidance pro- 
grams is greater than ever before in our history. The moniea and programs 
previously authorized have been significant and responsive. Unfortunately, appro- 
prlatlohs have not been sufficient to meet needs, and amendmei^ts to the legisla- 
tion have broodened the toeeds to be served. Increased the expectations placed on 
SEA personnel to sen*e LEAs without Increased appropriation, and eroded the, 
support for counseling and guidance as a necessary, visible forc6 to enhance the 
learning and career opportunities of our youth. * i 

Pa fl^ rp fn onnpf thia prnpofled amendment would surely decimate SBA leader* 
ship and service tolea and the personnel worlslhg for"slrengEBened ana eigpanded" 
elementary and secondary school guidance and counseling. Included In these 
losses would be such as the following : 

1. Direct, unique consultative services to LEAa to plail, develop and Implement 
projects and activities to improve guidance prognuqs (required under Sec. 408 
<a)(4)(B) of P.L. fiS-^oy. This leadership service function usually Involves 
SEA professionals working directly with at least 85% of each state's LEAs 
annually. ' ^ ^ ^ * 

2. Direct services annually to all school counselors In each of the states 
tbrongfi the medium of publications. These publications commonly report on 
prolhlslng practices in the profession, professional growth issues, and research 
and evaluation findings. The format used includes JouBnals, monographs, 
pamphlets, and newsletters. 

3. Direct ser>ice for the in-service and continuing education needs of imic- 
tictag school counselors. As an average, at least 30 to 85% of each state's school 
counselors annually participate In at least one In-servlce education activity 
directed at strengthening their skills and abilities to better serve young people. 
Included are workshops, conferences, demonstrations, and exhibits. 

4. leadership activity In working with colleges and universities to Improve 
certification and preparation standards for schpol counselors as well as involve- 
mtint with counselors-in-tralning. Included are reviews/evaluations of univer- 
sity preparation programs, refinement of standards for certification and meetings 
with trainers and stndents. 

% 5. State-directed projects and programs to demonstrate._fiKperlment and 
evaluate various aspects of counseling and guidance. This involves botii direct 
and indirect assistance to LEA personnel. 
These activities include : 

5.1. Pilot programs In elementary school guidance and counseling 

5.2. The use of mobile vans to bring service Into small school districts — 

Specially In rural or depressed areas 
5^. State-wide occupational and educational information systems 
5.4. Models for the use of para-professionals in guidance 
5.5 Models for accountability in guidance and counseling 

5.6. State-wide needs assessments 

5.7. Research 

5.8. Testing programs for pupils in private, non-profit schools 

5.9. Coordination of provisions for guidance and counseling In other State 

and Federal legislation 
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Mr. Chairman, the American Personnel and Guidance Association very much 
appreciates the opportunity to submit this statement for the record. This is 
an urgent, most serious matter. It is the unfortunate, unintended product of the 
consolidation of significant, categorlcai education programs. Your Committee has 
a unique opportunity to rectify the matter and see that its desires are carried 
out in P.L, ea-380. 

We are willing to provide further information, documentation or assistance 
as you see fit Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

Chables L. Lewis, 
EsceouHve Vice President, 

State of Soirrn Dakota, 

KxECUTivE Office. 
Pierre, 8. Dak., June JO, 7975. 

Hon. Labby Pbessler, 
Longworth Houne OJJlce Building, 
WaMhinfft<m, D.C. 

Deab Labby: As you may know. Title III of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1U65 has provided valuable assistance to South Dakota Schools 
for the development and testing of experimental new programs. 

Proposed funding of this title for 1077 would provide only $81,706 for South 
Dakota, with $33,949 set aside for administration. This would provide only 
$47,757 for program operation of which $12,256 Is designaUHl for the handicapiMnl, 
TlK» 1974 Education Amendment provided for programming in Dropout Pre- 
vention and Nutrition and Health for the $35,501 which remains. These latter 
programs were formerly funded directly by Washington to local agencies. 

These levels of fundiug for lii77 preclude ade<juate .sui>port for these desig- 
nated programs, and any succossfiil conduct of tiic innovative programs formerly 
Aupported. 

Your assistance in working to re-estal>lisii support for this program at levels 
comparable to 1976 ($487,622 with $15(K000 for administration) or 197.% 
($672..S76; $150,000) would provide a valuable service to our state's schools. 
Sincerely, 

Richard K, Kneip, Governor, 

Soi'TH Dakota DKrAiiTMENT of Knf('Axr<),\ and C'l r/rt RAr, Affairs, 

Dfkice of thk .Skcrktary. 

June 9, Jif75, 

Hon. Larry Pressleb. 
Longworth House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Deab Congbessman Presslkr : This letter is to call to your attention the sharp 
reduction in federal support for 1977 for Title III, the Elementary and Second- 
ary Education Act of 1065. Proposed funding is being reduced ifrom $487,622 
and with $150,000 for administration in 1976 to a proposed level of $81,706 and 
$33^0 for administration. 

Title III has provided valuable support for new and exi)eri mental n)gran..H 
in South Dakota's schools. Given the requirements of the 1974 J uucation 
Amendment for the use of the.se funds and the proposed new level of funding, 
it U difficult to provide much in the way of services even of those mandated. 

May I urge that you give support to efforts to seek a restoration of these 
funds to former levels to continue to provide help and encouragement to our 
local schools. Many valuable programs have been developed which havo been 
replicated in other focations in the state. 

Thank you for your interest and help. 
Sincerely, 

Tom KrLTAN, f^ecrvtary. 
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etouTH Dakota DEPABTMeNT ok Education and Culti bal Affaihs, 

Dmsiozr OF Elemehtabt and Sboondabt Education, 

Pierre, South Dak,, June 6*, J975. 

Hon. liABBT Pbessl&b, 

Longworth Hgu$e Office Building, Washinffitm, D,C. 

Deas CoNOBESSMAif Pbesslcb : Title III of the Elementary and Se<-(>nUary 
Eilueation Act of 1065 was desired to te«t new conceptM in plernentnry and 
secondary education and to disseminate the InformRtton gnlnjed by su^h actlvl. 
ties w other schools. Several of these proiframs have been highly successful in 
South I'Hkota. Just to name a few: we havft a reading program In Sioux Falls 
that showt' a 2.5 year gain In one year, a team approach to Guidance In Brook- 
ings that Is i/^lng copied by civic groups outside the school and a K-12 environ- 
ment program Chester tt\at has had over 100 outside requests for their 
eurriculom. 

For the past few years T'*!** Tll has had the following funding: 197:<, ?C34,682 
with $150,«i00 for administration ; 1974^ ^067,852 with $150,000 admlnlstrntlon ; 
1975, $672,370 admlnistraUon $150,000'; 1976, $487,622 administration $150,(KU); 
1977, $81 J06 with $33,949 for admlnistraUon. 

Please note that In 1977 this would he onl.t $47,757 for a program of which 
$12,256 is earmarked by Federal Legislation for the handicapped. Of the $^55,501 
remaining, the 1974 Education Amendment provides for program in I)rop(»ut 
Prevention and Nutrition and Health, formerly funded directly by WaHhliigton 
to the local education agency. This will not provide sufficient funds for either 
of these new programs, to say nothing of the Innovative programs formerly 
being carried on. 

In all the discussions prior to the enactment Of the law everyone was a«siin»d 
that the states would be protected at the 1974 or some similar level. Anything 
that can be done to reestablish this level would help salvage this useful activity 
for the State. 

Thank you for your assistance. 
Sincerely, 

F. R. Wanek. 
Acting State ^upenntvutlmt. 

South DAKarA Department of Education and OurTynAi, Atvairs, 

Division of Elkmentaet and Secondary Ent cation. 

Pierre, S, I)ak\. June l i, 1975, 

Hon. Labbt Pressler, 

House of Refyrcsentativen. Longworth House Offiee Building, Washington, D,C. 

Dear Congressman Pressler: A couple of days ago we sent you some material 
on what South Dakota will lose on the new distribution formula for funding 
for the C portion of Title IV of the 1974 Education AmendmentH. Am enclosing 
a few notes that have been prepared hy the Title I IT office indicating the nnmher 
of students involved, schools involved, and the people affected by Title ITT funds 
in our State. 

Trust this additional information will be useful to you. 
Sii^erely, 

NoRRis M. Pattlson. 
Assistant Superintendent, 

Finance Management, 

Enclosures. 

The funds that were available to South Dakota through the Elementary and 
Secondary Act of 1965, THfe III provided services to 5,678 students in eleven 
different projects during the 1973-74 school year. The projects were in the 
fV following school districts : Aberdeen : Brookings : Hot Springs; Huron : I<<emmon ; 
^ioux Falls (2) : Webster : Wessington Springs; Wood ; and Yankton. 

The projects at Lemmon and Webster were both multi-district projects. The 
I^mmon .multi -district included school districts of Buffalo, Bison, Faith. iMabeU 
Timber Lake, McLau^lin an'd Mclntosch. The Webster multi -district included 
Roslyn, Sisseton, New Effington, Wilmont, Corona, Mllbank and Summit. 
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The eleven projects employed fltteen full-Ume equivalent professional staff 
membeni, seven parH-protefitlonals, and six seeretflrles. In addition, approxl- 
mfttw two houdred fifty teachers received some sort of Inservlce training that 
%ni8 relative ^ the particular project of their schooL ^ 

Curing the 1074-75 school year all the projects were continued except the one 
at Weaslngton SpriogB. Therefore, two hundred eighty less etndenta were touched 
a part-time profess fonal And part>time tsecretary were not funded, and eighteen 
^ewer teachers received inservlce. However, this was more than oiXset with the 
tmptemeixtmtlon of a mlnl^^imnt prograoL Twenty^vo teachers were awarded 
graata of up to $1«000.00 each to develop and Implement an Idea that they had 
In mind. While very little of this mcmey was used for salaries, opportunities 
were qiade available to approximately 2,000 students that would not have been 
possible wltbput the grants. 

Areas In which Innot^rttye programs have been developed Include: Beading, 
Career Education lUallzatlon (both for entltB student bodies and for the 
handicapped), Gifted and Talented programs, Peer Guidance, Motivation, Learn- 
ing Disabilities, Fine Arts, SchocA Alternatives, Speech Gorrectlon, Drug Educa- 
tion, Environmental Education, Group Process. Photography in the Classroom, 
Industrial Arts in tli^^ Elementary School, and Economics and Everyday Living. 

„With the near elimination of ESEA Title III to South Dakota, the develop- 
mrait of programs such aa these will cease and education In South Dakota will 
Buffer a severe blow. 

State op Vmupv:t, 

DCPABTMENT OP EOUOATIOZf, 

^ Alontpelier, Vt, June 4, 1075, 

Representative Jaiccb Jbtpobos, 

UM, Bouse of Ripresmtativest Cannon Souse Offlce Building, Washinuton, D,C, 
Deab Ma Jbffoxds: Information is being submitted with respect to our 
previous discussions on the negative impact of the distribution formula in P.L, 
03-880. Programs subsumed under Title IV of the Act, for which Vermont 
received an allocation, are NDEA Title III, ESEA 'Ktles II, III and V, 

Allocations Vermont received In fiscal year 1978, fiscal year 1074 and fiscal 
year 1075 as well as anUdpated allocations for fiscal years 1976 and 1977 are 
as follows: 197a— n,461318; 1974— $1,214,807 ; 1976—^1,188,219; 1970— 
$1,124,706; and m7--$68e,670. 

Comparing the fiscal year 1975 allocation with fiscal years 1976 and 1977 
anticipated allocations results in a net loss to Vermont of $58,513 and $496,649 
respectively. ^' ' ' . 

Sincerely yours, 

* Leow H. Batnvo, 

Director of Federal Fro ff rams. 

State op Vermont, ^ 
Depabtment or Education, 
Alontpelier, Vt„ June 12, 1915. 

Mr. James Jeftobds, 

VM. House of Representatives, Cannon House Office Building, Washington, D.C, 
Deab Ma. Jetfoxds: In addition to the previously submitted data concerning 

the impact of a reduction in Federal funds for Education, the attached statement 

is provided for your Infoi^matlon. 
I trust that this will be helpful to you in your efforts to restore fundinj?. If 

further assistance Is needed, please advise. 
Sincerely yours, 

Lbow H, Bbuno, 
Director of-Federal Programs. 

EncTffsnre. 

Junk 12, 1975- 

^ IifPACT OF Losses Undsb Title IV Pabt 0, Pctilio Law 9S--380 

Severe reductions in educational programs and erosion of the ^tate leadership 
role would be the impact on Vermont If Federal funds under the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act are not restored* 
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The major negative Impact would be felt In curtailment of Vermont's only 
avenue for research and development In education. The funds for innovative 
and exemplary programs on the local educational agency level currently support 
projects to : 

Develop ways of teaching the metric system, 
BSxperiment with alternative methods of motivating students. 
Provide a more effective system of accountability and assessment of stu- 
dents' progress. 
Develop effective education progrnms. 

Provide an experimental program for training autistic children. 
Provide opportunities for students to develop educational programs for 
student operated radio and television shows. 

These programs and others would be* aborted in their developmental stage. 

A program of providing small <gmntB for teachers and students to experiment 
with new or improved practices in the classroom would be terminated. In one 
year alone the impact of this program affected over 6,000 students anU over 
200 teachers. This program, operating successfully since 1971, would be com- 
pletely eliminated ih terms of initiating new projects. 

At the present time the program for strezigthening the state department is* 
supporting personnel in critical and essential service areas ; i.e., deputy commis- 
sioner, legal counsel, data Information services (which includes compntin^; state 
aid to local agencies), public information services, subject matter NpeciniiRtN, 
planning senrlces, superintendents' liaison, school facilities planning services, 
teacher certification, and teacher education services. 

Ah a result of the eco^iomic situation in wh^ch Vermont finds itself, reinstate- 
ment of these program^ would be impossible through State funds. Therc^ Ir no 
alternative source to this support in a rural state *«nch as Vermont. > 
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Statf. of Mainf.. 

t DEPABTMENT of EdTTATIOXAL and Cl'LTTTUAL SeRVICKS. 

Augunta, Maine, June UK J975. 

Hon. Caiil Perkins. 

Chairman, B4ucat(on and Lahor Commit tec, 
Raffbum Buildinff, Washington^ D.C, 

Dear CononESSMAN Perkins: This Is to advise you fhat unless a 200,000 
dollar floor is restored to Part C Title 4 P.L, n.V380 or a hold harmless clause is 
passed for Part C there will b*» a serious reduction in the Farmer KSEA Title 3 
(innova^ programs) and Title 5 (strengthening state educational agencies) 
programs for fiscal year 77. 

Part C for example in FY 77 is scheduled to receive 850.000 which is 204.000 
less than the' same programs will receive in FY 70, The ftTiO.OOO dollars for 
Part C FY 77 is only 61,000 dollars over the Title 3 ESEA ano<ation for fiscal 
year 75 let alone the 355.000 allocated for Title 5 in fiscal year 75.^Thia level of 
funding for fiscal year 77 will certainly force this department to cnt hack on 
Innovated projects as wf»ll as the dropout prevention proirram. I "rffe that you 
tiike every possible action to increase th^^e consolidated funds for FY 77 either 
by establishing a program floor a hold harmless provision or by increasing Uie 
appropriation. ^ 

Thank you. 

n. Sawin Miu.ett, .Tr. 

Commissioner. 



Col'NCTL OF Chief State Scnoot. OrFTrrms, 

Washington^.C June 17, 1975. 

Hon. Oarl D. Perkins. 

Chairman, Bonne Committee on Education and Labor, 
Raybnm Bouse Office Building, Washington, D C. 

Dear Mr. Ottatrman : As you know, a problem has arisen in the allopotion of 
^tinds under PL The Education Amendments of 1074. Title IV. Consoli- 

dated Programs. The minimtim allocations In these programs which had prevl- 
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jGua\S been gaarantec4 to the less populous states were dropped. Th\§ has resulted 
In projected losses in FY 1077 of from 20 to 40% of these lini)ortunt educational 
program funds to 15 less populous states. The Committee reports on PL 93-880 
make no mention of any Congressional Intention to repeal these minlmums. 

As you may be hwate objection was raised hy representatives of the more 
populous states when on attempt was made -to restore these funds through a 
liold-barmless provision in the FY 1070-77 HEW Appropriations BlU, HB 5901, 
in the House of Representatives. Since chat time however, this Council, r^re- 
renting all state superintendents and commissioners of education^ has ^scussed 
this matter with all states, and agreement has been reached among the state 
education agencies that a remedy can be applied which will cau^e no objection 
ampng the more populous states. We are informed tlmt all state education agen- 
ctes will now support tfye necea&ury appropriations and authorizations to raise 
the losing states to their FY 1974 levels, making no change in the allocation to 
other states uifder the* consolidation allocation formula. 

We ai^ therefore urging the Appropriations Committee to add the necessary 
fondB (we are informed that these do not exceed $14 million dollars) to tfie 
first available appropriations bill, for this purpose. We are also urging the 
nuDmrizing committees to take necessary legislative action to continue this 
remedy over the life of the authorization for PL 93-380. 

We would appreciate your assistance fii this matter. 
CordiaUy, 

Bat Peterson, 
Director, Federal-State Relations, 



State op Wisconsin, 

BOABO 07 VOCATIO^TAL, TECHNICAL AND ADUT.T EDUCATION, 

Madison, Wis., June 48, 1975. 

Hon. Cabl D. Pebki ns, ^_ _ 

y^Jialfman, General SuocomfMffee~5fr:Bducaii^, ' 
Raybum House O^ltce Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Cn airman Perkins : We have reviewed the testimony presented to your 
subcommittee on the request for a technical amendment to the Adult Education 
Act portion of the EMucatlonal Amendments of 1974. 

This letter Is written to Indicate that we in Wisconsin support the concept 
of a minimum of 5 per cent of the st&te allotment be utilized for special experi- 
mental demonstration projects and teacher training. 

It appears that the basic Intent of Contrress is to serve students who desperately 
need the services bf the program. Wisconsin shares with other states, the 
following problems : Due to Inflationary costs, for all aspects of the Adult Basic 
Education program, we find that we cannot expand Instructional services to 
additional students on the existing budgets. However, due to unemployment 
there has been an inflow of students to the classroom. The end result has been 
that student waiting lists have developed In our VTAE districts. 

While we view special project activities as desirable,, we believe the students 
must be served. We do not intend to eliminate special project activities, however 
in a time of scarce resources we prefer to have a lesser mandated per cent^ier 
projects and additional fhnds for direct services to students. 
Sincerely, 

EUOENC Lbhrmann, 
* State Director. 



• State of Delaware, 

Department op Pubuc iNSTRUonoN. 

J)over, DeL, June 19, 1075. 

Hon. Cabl Perkins, 

Chairman.' Education and Labor Committee, 
Raybum Building, Washington, D.C. 

Dear CoNOREsskAN Periuns : I would like to express my anxiety, as has 
Representative Pierre S. du Pont, concerning the seriousness to^ur small state 
<jf the loss of fun<ls by the present Title IV (P, L. 93-380). If this legislation 
remains as is proposed under the revised formula, Delaware stands to lose 
:$451,098 in flscahyear 1977 when full consolidation takes effect. 
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Speclllcally, under tbe old E8BA Title III. Delaware is currently maintaining 
twelve (12) projects, se^ihg 3,215 chfidren, and employing 38 teachers. You 
knottr, of course, that the BSBA Title III programs were intended to be three 
(8) year programs with a gradual shift of budget to local responsibility. Our 
present programs are about to enter the third year and would not, therefore, 
be renewable for the school year ending 1076. 

Beginning In September 1975 for FY TO, we had intended to introduce nine 
(0) new programs but with the present allo('*ation under Part (\ IMtle IV V.h. 
03-380, they cannot be approved. This represents 3,G20 students being deprived 
ojC the type of education v^ie feel Is necessary In order to try our new Ideas and 
provide an atmosphere In whtci) creativity can flourish. These nine (0) programs 
would'also provide employment for approximately 43 teachers. 

liurlng FY 77 under Part C, Innovative Programs, Delaware's allocation Is 
only $4,575 which will only allow one small program to operate In the entire 
state. Also, four professional and two secretarial positions wllj have to bey 
tennianted. It Is indeed unfortunate that t^ Children of Delaware during FY 
*77 will not have the same opportunity to be involved In Innovative Programs 
^hlch will be enjoyed by children of the more populous states to a grater extent 
thau now exists. 

-Thank you for any concern that you will show Delaware. 

Sincerely, ' , 

Kenneth C. Madden, 
I ' State Superinieftdent, 

Spate or Cauutobnia, 

DEPAfiTTMSNT OF EDUCATION'^ 

SaoroTnento, Calif,, June 25, 1915, 

Hon. CAB&.^^Kl2f 8, 

Vhifiirman, Hon$e Committee on Education and Lahor, V.8. House of RcprcBen- 
— ' tativeif Wmhingion, D,C, „ ,j _ 

Dgau Cabl: We have reviewed carefully the provisions contained In P.L. *!)3- 
880, the Education Amendments of 1OT4. Four major areas of concern have been 
Identified during this review which we believe will cause serious probleipB -to 
us and the school districts of California. These issues are: ' ^ 

1. Convparabilitp : As you may know, we have Initiated a series of reforms 
of Callfomla'p K-12 education sysG^m. Our efforts at this time are concentrated 

. on restructuring Early Childhood/Education In kindergarten through grade 3. 
This statewide effort Is being expanded to all schools In a phase-In program 
which will encompass four to five years. During the second year of the phase^ln 
(1074-75), the reform effort was undertaken In more than 1300 schools secvlng 
22 percent of our K^3 population. We see potential problems for our districts 
In meeting ESEA Title I comparability standards during the phaslng-ln of this 
and other reform efforts which are currently being planned. I am therefore 
recommending for your consideration language which will enable the CommiH- 
sloner of Education to waive excess costs associated with these reforms during 
their phase-in periods only. 

2. Maintenance of Effort: Our recommended amendments Include language 
changes to enhance the maintenance of effort provisions contained In ESEA 

' Title IV. These are (a) using per pupil rather than aggregate expenditures In 
defining maintenance of effort which Is very Importaht durl^ig this period of wide- 
spread declining enrollments, and (b) using expenditures for instruction rather 
than for the Individual pro-ams and activities which are consolidated. We 
believe that the Individual program requirements will be difficult to administer 
and that districts should be given greater flexibility to direct their state and 
local general funds to Instructional areas of greatest need. 

3. BiUngudt Education District Advisory Committees: I recommend that yoti 
consider amendments which fa) would ensure the participation of parents of 
English-speaking children on the mandated advisory committees and (b) would 
enable districts to use existing advisory committees If parents of non-English 
speaking children are members of those commltteea The first amendment Im 
necessary because Federal law requires the participation of English-speaking 
children In bilingual education programs supported with Federal funds. The 
latter amendment would enhance the participation of parents of non-English 
«meaking children In the planning and utilization of other resources such as 
BSBA Title I funds to meet the needs of non-English speaking children. 
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4, State AdviSQrv Council for BSEA Title IV: Current statutory provisions 
tnandate that the GoimcU evaluate all KSBA Title IV progmms and projects. 
We ore rec^onuaendlng an (Mnendment which would provide tliat the Council 
QdviMe on the evaluatloxL This change would clarify the advisory rde of the 
Council and would provide for more meaningful input from the Council than 
could be obtained if it had responsibility for evaluating the use of Title IV funds 
in more than 1 ,000 school districts. 

Suggested language for amendments In each of these four areas and further 
detail on the need for these changes are attached. 

I would welcome your careful consideration of eadi of these as you continue 
your deliberations' on technical changes in P.L? 9d-380. 1 would be happy to pro- 
vide you with any additional backgronnd or clarification that you might need. 

Warm personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

' Wilson Riles: 
(Soc. 103(Q)(9)(K) See. 403 of Public Law 81-8741 
BSEA, TITLE I — Comparability 
BXISTXNO Ajivr 

^'Excess costs means those costs directly attributable to programs and projects 
which exceed the average per pupil expenditures of a local educational agency 
in the most recent year for which satisfactory data are available for pupils in 
the grade or grades Included in «uch programs or projects (but not Including 
expenditures for any comparable State or local special programs for education- 
ally deprived children or expenditures for bilingual programs or special educa* 
tion for handlcajpped diildren or children with specific learning disabilities, if 
such expenditures for bilingual education- and special education areVused \o 
provide, to children of limited English-speaking ability and handicapped children,, 
and children with specific learning disabilities who reside in Title I project 
areas, servfces which are comparable to those provided to simllady dlsadvfm- 
taged children residing In non-project areas).'* 

JUSTmCATION FOB CBAN6E 

In California, the Early Childhood Education Program which Is a top priority 
tUT the Superintendent of ^Public Instruction, is scheduled to be phased Into all 
schools K--3 over a five-year period. 

By law, these funds cannot be uniformly distributed to all schools, but must 
be concentrated on all K-^ pupils in a selected school. At least ope-half of the 
funds must be utilized ^n the schools of greatest educational disadvantage, 
however, if this school does not qualify on the basis of economic disadvantage 
or if the school is served with the unrestricted half of the allocation, problems 
of comparability develop. 

This situation will become increasingly critical as the program Is expanded 
until such time that all K-3 children are served in public schools throughout the 
state. • ^ 

Also, as the reform of intermediate and secondary education is phased in, 
thjs situation will* reoccur. ^ 

The recommended amendment Is proposed in order that programs which are 
complimentary to Title I and In fact are designed to improve the quality of 
education can be phased in without being in conflict ' 

RECOMMENDED AMENDMENT 

Excess costs means those costs directly attributable^to programs and projects 
which exceed the average per pupil expenditures of a local educational agency 
» In the moi^t recent year for which satisfactory data are available for pupils In 
toe grade or grades included in such programs or projects but not Including 
expenditures, for any comparable State or local special programs for educationally 
deprived children or expenditures for bilingual programs or special education 
for handicapped children or children with specific learning disabilities, if such 
expenditures for bilingual education and special education (jire used to provide^ 
to children of limited English speaking ability and handicapped children, and 

^ - ^ I B Ii 
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chUdren with specific learning dlsablUUes who rewlde In TltXj Project areag, 
services which are comparable to those provided to slmllarly^-dlsadvantaged 
children residing In non-project areas.. The Commisaitmer of E^mation is 
authorized to toai/ve other program$ or projects upon request of a State Educa- 
tional Agency while mioh program or project is being phased in and is intended 
to meet the needs of all children in the appropriate category, 

[Propotied Amendmtut to Public Li^w 03-380, Sec. 401. Soc. 403(a) (11)] 

ESBiX, Title IV—MAiifTEWANCE of Efj'obt 

^ EXISTING LAW 

"Assurance that the aggregate amount to be expended by the State and lt» 
local educational agencies from tun^s derived from non-Federal sources for 
programs described In section 421(a) for a flHcal year will not be less than the 
amount so emended for the preceding fiscal year." 

JT/^aiFICATION FOB CHANGE! 

A 

The existing law requires determination of the total amount expended In the 
state for these programs* and maintenance of that level of expenditure. Because 
of economic conditions and declining enrollment It Is probable that states wlU 
not be able to report the same level of expenditure. With declining enrollment 
states could maintain program effort per ch^ld but not meet total dollar require- 
ment. Also, the total expenditure for these programs has heretofore not been 
determined and would require analysis far beyond that previously required. For 
example, districts matched funds to buy certain equipment under NDEA III 
but may also have purchased a great deal more which was not Included In the 
application for this program. Use of data reflecting instructional costs Is ad- 
vocated so as to allow district flexibility in use of resources to meet pupil needs. 
In order to address the declining enrollment factor it is recommended that the 
level of expenditure be based on the per pupil expenditure rather than the total 
of all expenditures. Such determination of per pupil expen^tures should be 
obtained from most recent financial reports. Data on the **precedlng" year may 
not be readily available. Therefore It is recommended that the law be amended 
to reflect per puf4l ffistructional costs from available annual repotHs, 

BECOMMENDED AMENDMENT 

Assurance that the aggregate per pupfJ amount for instructional purposes 
expended by the state and its local educational agencies from funds derived 
from non-Federal sources will not be less than the amount expanded for the 
leaser of the two preceding years, 

proposed Amenament to Public Lnw 03-380, Sec 105, Sec. 703(a) (4) (E)l 
BSEA, "[RtTLB VII — ^BnjNOUAL Education Parent Advisobt CoMMrrrEE 

EXISTING LAW 

". . . the applicant will provide for participation by a committee composed of, 
and selected by, such parents, (I.e., pa^^nts of children of limited English- 
speaking* ability). . . 

JUSTmCA^ON FOB CHANGE 

The existing law requires a parent advisory committee which is limited to 
parents of children of limited-English ^peaking ability. California has encouraged 
involvement of parents in these special programs. Since there are many programs 
which may provide services to limited English-speaking children, establishment of 
a separate committee would serve to the disadvantage of this bilingual program 
since the parents wt>uM not have access to infomation regarding other resourc«jS. 
Further, since a parent advisory cfwnmlttee structure has beetf Instituted in every 
school district and in many schools, it is approprlnte to permit the district to 
utilize the existing structure as a means for obtaining comprehensive planning 
which is essential to optimum utilization of resources. Also, limited English- 
speaking children are not segregated ; they are in classes with other pupils and 
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benefit by such arrangements. It would be inconsistent to establish a separate 
advisory committee for parents of non-English speaking children when the princi- 
ple of integration is required. 

BECOM MENDED AMEI7DME17T 

"... the applicant will provide for participation by parents, and the district may 
dcisiftnate for this purpose a district wide advisory committee on which parents or 
guardians or both, of limited-English-speaking pupils, are represented," 

[Proposed Amendmont to Public Law 93-380, Sec. 40.1, Section 403(bX(l) (C) ] 

ESEA, Title IV— Advisory CoxmciL DtmES 

EXISTING LAW 

The State Advisory Council shall: *'{C) evaluate all programs and projects 
assisted«4Uider this title ;" 

JUSTIFICATION FOB CHANGE 

As stated In the law, the advisory council for Title IV is responsible for the 
evaluation function. It is considered inappropriate and, in fact, impossible for 
such council to be charged with evaluation responsibility for the large number of 
projects in California. * 

Evaluation is one of tha. management functions to be performed by the appli- 
cant and the State according to established criteria. It is considered appropriate 
for the council to advise on the establishment of these criteria for evaluation 
just as in provision (B) the council advises the State on other policy matters^ 
etc. The proposed amendment would clarify the role of the council as an 
advisory body. 

HECOMMEN'DED AMEMDMEMT 

(C) advise in the evaluation of programs and projects assisted Mnder tliis 
title; 




State Depabtme.nt of Education, 

Division of Fubi.ic Schools, 
Jefferson City, Mo., June 5, 197o. 

X)T. Caspar Weinbeboeb, 

Secretary, Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D,C. 

I)ear Dr. Weinbeboeb: I would like very much to request your help in secur- 
ing a change in the proposed modifications of P,L. 81>-10, Title IV, ns amended, 
by P.L. 9a-380, Parts B and C for FY 1^7, for Testing, Guidance and Counseling. 
The modification which is proposed would limit supervisory and lenden^hip 
services for guidance and counseling programs to those performed in relation 
to administration ol the annual program plan. 

This concept, if allowed to become the rule, will place an extreme haraHliip 
on many states in the state supervisory and leadership area. Even in the testing 
program, the proposal would have the local educational agency to determine if 
it wanted to assign its Part B funds to the state or an intermediate unit. This 
will create chaos. 

The effect of these modifications will range from decimation to complete 
loss of the guidance staffs of many state departments of education. Many states 
have staffs already using the total administrative amounts for Title I, Title II 
and Title III of ESEA and have no way of now Including guidance and coun.sel- 
ing. I feel certain that you recognize the fact that they will have no desire to 
dismiss staff members to take on guidance personnel — especially when they have 
been provided for under program funds. 

State legislatures resent this behavior at the Federal level* They claim that 
Federal programs are started without state involvement and then are suddenly 
dropped in their laps for state funding. In a time when states are hard pressed 
to fund ongoing programs it is evident that resentment will be further increased 
when state personnel ask for. increased funding to support additional personnel 
because of rule changes at the Federal level. 
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"We can fU afford to have an arbitrary decision, such as the proposed modifica- 
tion, made at this time. There has nev^r been a time In our history when the 
needs of our youtii are more pronomiced. Drug abuse, crime, juvenile delinquency, 
career decision-making needs, the need for development of & positive self -concept, 
sex equality, minority needs and on and on. The modifications appear to be short- 
sighted and will cause more concern for lastltntlonal Interests than for planned, 
articulated programs to better serve the students. 

I feel that many other state directors of guidance would* support what I huvo 
said. I now have four men paid from Title III, ESEA funds. The Title III and 
Title 11 personnel are already fully staffed and there are no administrative funds 
to pick up the guidance staff. You can see that the problem I am concerned with 
Is pot Just in some other state but Is close to home. 

I appreciate this opportunity to express a very deep concern of mine. I hope 
that you concur with my thoughts and that you will be able to do something 
that will reverse this proposal. 

Best personal good wishes to you. 
Yours very truly, 

Charles Fostes, 
Director, Guidance Servicei, 



i^EW York Stat» Person nex -and Guidance Association, Inc., 

June 30, 1975. 

Hon. Gael D. Pebkins, 

Chairman^ SubcHmmiitee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Edu- 
ration, Raybum House Offlcf Building, Washington, j),c. 

Dead CnAinM.\x Pkbkins : The passage, of P.L. 93-380 has created a critical 
problem threatening the continued growth of this nation's school counseling and 
guidance services, in its careful deliberations on this particular legislation, it 
does not appear that this was the intent of the Congress. Rather, the matter has 
arisen because of conflicting language residing froan the consolidation of the 
guidance, counseling and testing, provisions of ESKA HI with ESBA II and 
NDEA III. This is thie very urvfortunate result of merging programs with 
differing purposes. . - . 

The conflicting language is found between Sections 421 (a) (8) (A) (ii). It 
obvious that' the intent of the Congress was to continue the^ State Education 
Agency (SEA) level leadersl^ip, supervision, and service actlvilies historically | 
provided for in guidance, couns^linjg and testing legislation and subsequent rules 
and regulations. Further, Section 421 (b) contains the statement that **. . . funds 
appropriated to carry out this part must, be used only for the same purposes and 
for funding of the same types of programs authorized undef those provisions." 
This provision is opoased by the pass-through requirement set forth in Section 
403 (a) (8) (A) w^ich serves /to effectively eliminate any flscal capability of 
SEAs to carry out state-directed programs and leadership activities using Part B 
funds as previously pr0\lded for under NDEA, V-A, and ESEA III — Guidance, ' 
Counseling and Testing. Under these latter laws, SEAs were able to provide 
IcadcnHip services and state-directed activities, projects and progrlims to directly 
service local education, agencies (LEAs). These are not merely administrative . 
activities or functions. 

This serinna threat to the support and services necessary to give continued at- 
tention to the needs of oub nation's school counseling and guidance programs and 
personnel could be remedied by an amendment to P.L. 93-380. Specifically, we 
recommend the following amendment to Section 403 (a) (8) (A> (ii) and 
that the remainder of such funds, ewcept for funds not to exceed 2% of the annual 
appropriations for Part B or the amount expended in Fiscal Year 1975 tc/iiq/i- 
ever is greater to he used for purposes of Section 4^1 (a) (3) (C) by the State 
Education Agency/ Bh&W be made available to local educational agencies ..." 

The need for school counseling and guidance programs is greater than ever 
before in our ^Istory. The morrfes and programs previously authorized have been 
significant and responsive. Unfortunately, amendments to the legislation have 
broadened the needs to be served, increased the expectations placed on SEA per- 
sonnel to serve^EAs withbut increased appropriation, anti eroded the siipport 
for counseling and guidance as a necessary, visible force to enhance the learning 
and career opportunlues of our youth. \ 
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Failure to enact tliiS proposed amendment wonld surely decimate SEA leader- 
ship and service roles and the personnel working for strengthened atul expanded 
elementary and secondary school guidance and counseling. Indudt^d In these 
losses wonld be ; 

1. Direct, unique consultative service to I^EAs to plan, develop ilnd imple- 
ment projects and activities to Improve guidance programs (required tjmder sec. 
403(a)(4)(B) of PL. 93-380). This leadership service funcUon usually In- 
yolves HEliV prufesslonals working directly with at least 367o of each state s LBAs 
annuhlly, , 

2. JDirect service for the lo^ervlee and continuing education needs of 
practicing school ^•onnselorn. Aa an average, at least 30 to 39% of each state's 
school counselors annually participate in at least one in-service education activ- 
ity directed at strengthening their skills and abilities to better serve young 
people. Included are workshops, conferences, demonstrations, and exhibits. 

S. Leadership activity In working with colleges and universities to improve 
certification and preparation standards for school counselors as well as involve^ 
ment with connselors-in-t raining. luclnded are reviews/evaluations of university 
preparation programs, reflnement of standards for certification and meetings 
wltli trainers and students, 

4. Direct services anndallr to all school counselors in each of the states 
through the medium, of publications. These publications commonly report on 
promising practices in the profession, professional growth issues, and research 
and evaluation findings. The fommt used Includes Journals, monographs, 
pamphlets, and newsletters. 

5. State-directed projects and programs to demonstrate, experiment and 
evaluate various aspects of counseling and guidance. This iuvolves both direct 
and Indirect assistance to LBA personnel. 

^ These activities include. 

5.1. Models for acconntafoility in guidance and counseling, 

6.2. State-wide needs assessments. 

5.3. Pilot programs in elementary school guidance and counseling. 

5.4. The use of mobile vans to bring service Into small school districts-— 

especially in r'lml or depressed areas. 
, 6,5 State-wide occupational and educational information systems. 
'^S.tk Models for the use of para-professionals in guidance. 

5.7. Research. 

5.8. Testing programs for pupils in private, non-profit schools. 

5.9. Coordination of provisions for guidance and counseling in other State 

and Federal legislation. 
Mr. Chairman, the New York State Personnel and Guidance Assodatiou ap- 

Jjciates the opportunity to submit this statement for the recordlonie matter to 
ich we refer is the unfortunate, unintended product of the oonsolldation of 
nificant, categorical education programs. Your Committee has a unique op- 
rtunity to rectify the matter and see that Its desires are carried out In 
r.t». 93-380. 

We are willing to provide further information, documentation or assistance as 
yon see fit 

Sincerely, 

David G. Zimpfeb, 
_ . President. 

o 
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